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Chapter I

Introduction

That much of communication about schools is informal is obvious in

the accepted, general sense. Conversations abound that fit the dictionary

definition of "not in the usual, conventional, prescribed, or customary

forms or rules; irregular; hence, without ceremony; as an WLaLnal writing,

proceeding, or visit." School-related topics come up frequently in casual

conversktion--not unexpectedly, considering the importance of education in

our society.
1

But communication about schools is also informal in two very

specific senses. What people say about schools is generally outside the

formal decision making process. The only formal role most people have is

that of reviewing school policy in the context of a school election.

Their role in the initiation of school policy is the tenuous connection

afforded by what heed is paid "public opinion." In addition, what

people say about schools is not a disciplined examination of educational

values. The content of the conversations, like the conduct, is casual

and idiosyncratic.

To introduce this study of informal communication about schools,

we shall show how these aspects of informality affect our point of view

in gathering and analyzing our data

Gallup poll recently roue that education was considered the most

important domestic problem needing attention of ten listed (San

Francisco Chronisa: June 27, 1965).

N00,1110110111100111.9011141M16
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When it became necessary for school districts to abandon the town

meeting as the formal setting for policy determination, several alternatives

anergcd. In some districts, educational policy became the stepchild of

local government agencies. Any change in policy was determined by a city,

county, or state agency. More commonly, however, a pattern of differ-

entiation in formal roles occurred. Representatives were elected to

formulate policy. They possessed both initiative and review powers.

However an ultimate review was reserved to the people, who were to vote

for the representatives and in many instances on the financial support

for any policies initiated by their representatives.

It is this latter pattern of policy determination that is our

context for this study of informal communication. Its outstanding

characteristic is the dilemma posed in the ultimate review by the people

of educational policy.

Given only an occasional opportunity to review eduCational policy,

the people have often frustrated the initiation of policies by their

elected representatives. Given the power to say "no" to financial issues

(bond issues, tax levies, and budgets), the people have shown little

reluctance in voting "no" for many reasons--only some of which were

ostensibly at issue. Financial elections are often the battleground of

past issues.

So far this is more a problem than a dilemma. The dilemma

arises when the school officials attempt to tailor their policy to meet

public opinion. Such attempts are often the outcome of such review'

failures.

Apprehension of election results leads school officials to look
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for ways to bring the people into the process of initiation.

Pnblic opinion thus often becomes a blind tyrant of policy determina-

tion. Failure to win a financial election in taken to be evidence that there

has been inadequate communication with the public. Public opinion is said

to be uninformed. And school officials look around for indicators of public

opinion so they can plan the next election more successfully. They are

also attracted to anyone or anything that can affect public opinion.

lath a choice to make between searching out indicators cf public

opinion and means for affecting public opinion, most school leaders would

take the second. The first tends to continue the dilemma, serving only

to give warning that an issue will or will not pass the review. Then,

too, the seed is presumed to have some of the benefits of the first

anyway. We generally expect any effective influence on public opinion to

be predicated on knowledge of it

Of the ways in which school leaders have turned for help in recent

years, four stand out. These are: citizens/ committees, the "power

structure," the "opinion leaders," and increased participation. About all

they havo in common is that they are all presumed to be keys to the

mobilization of public opinion for the support of public education.

The number of citizens2 committees has increased rapidly in the

last two decades. Typically, such committees are temporary, with a

metbership representative of community interest groups, given impetus

by school officials, and designed to secure public support for financial

issues. A study by Kenny2 has shown the lack of their effectiveness in

2Donald F. Kenny, A ninctional is of CAnal committees Durin

Financial Elections. Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, Stanford University,

1962.



winning support.

In a national study of school districts that had held two financial

elections of the same type (e.g., both or tax) , Kenny ascertained whether

the district had a citizens' committee for one or both elections, and the

result of the elections. He found no relationship between success in an

election and the presence of a citizens' committee. Farther, he found

that districts that had lost the first election of the two and had than

tried a citizens' committee for the second election did no better than

districts that did not try a citizens' committee for the second election*

An examination of the areas in which citizens' committees were

effective showed that they tended to increase turnout by their communi-

catory activity- =the use of telephone, postcards, and personal contacts*

Tarnaut, however, has been found to be negatively related to success.

Carter and Savard report that districts with less turnout have better

success records.3 Kenny was studying some of the same elections and

found the same result for elections where citizens' committees were

active.

Citizens' committees are usually formed to achieve what school

officials have not been able to achieve: financial support of the

educational program. That they do not succeed when the board of

education has been unable to succeed is not surprising. At best they

are an extension of the principle of representation personified in the

board of education. They can succeed only to the extent that they change

JRichard F. Carter and William G. Savard, Inflaence of !Toter TArnout on
School BondADITujacilata. Ccoperative Research Monograph No. 5,
U. S. Office of Education, Washington, D. C., 1961.
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public opi,-Ion. And this is nc easier for a citizens' committee than for

the board itself.

When citizens' committees are observed to be successful, it is

through their ability to alter the opinions of important persons in the

community--the power structure or opinion leaders.

There is a similarity between opinion leaders and the members of

the power structure. They influence people. But they influence people

in different mays. The opinion leader exerts influence because of his

particular attribute of authority, prestige, or expertness. An opinion

leader in one area may not exert influence in another area. However, the

member of the power structure has more general capabilitites. His in-

fluence extends to any area relevant to the community.

There is another important difference between the opinion leaders

and the power structure. The opinion leader is influential in changing

opinions in a way that is amicable to the initiation function in policy

determination. The member of the power structure often is not.

The power structure is influential because it possesses the

ability to affect the values of those in the community who want some-

thing--samething that those in power an offer. What is wanted may be

a reward of some kind; it may be freedom from a sanction. Early

observations on which this concept is based were made in communities

where the power to amation was paramount, where the elite could injure

those who went against its viewc.4 The concept has been often gen-

eralized since to cover the ability of the elite to reward as well.

4Traman M. Pierce, Edward C. Merrill, Jr., Craig Wilson, and Ralph B.

KiMbrough. uzi......ozon Public Education. Prentice-Hall,

New York, 1955.



In an analysis of political influence, Banfield5 demonstrates that

those elected to authority must conserve the exercise of power, for to use

it is to expend it. That is, if the power had by an elite is exhaustible,

its use must be avoided. The power to reward is clearly exhaustible.

School officials find the power structure members useful in assessing

the potential acceptance of educational policy. But *hen they try to bring

the elite into initiation of policy, school leadership finds that elite

does not want to exert its power to change values. The elite wants the

people--i.e., public opinion--to prevail, to make any decision. It only

wants to be on the winning side. It does not want to exercise any capa-

bility it may possess to reward one group of citizens and not another.

The concept of opinion leader reflects the democracy's concern

with the flow of information from those vested with responsibility to

those who must ultimately decide on policy. Somehow ideas and assess-

ments of social, values mast be disseminated throughout the public. Early

expectations that the mass media would perform this function have been

tempered by more recent cbsermtion th,t for many social issues, the

source of information--and influencevas personal contact.6

The notion that there is a flow of information and influence

follows in part from these observations. The opinion leader gets ideas

from exposure to the media and traLmits them to others around him. The

opinion leader has more exposure to the media than other citizens, but

yet he has many of the same character istics as the people he conveys

11....11

5Edward C. Banfield, Political Influence. Free Press, Glencoe, Illinois,

1961.

6Pau1 F. Lazarsfeld, Bernard Berelf,on, and Hazel Gaudet, The 1112aaaLE

Choice. Columbia University Press, New York, 1.948.
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information to to and influences.

A considerahle literature has now been built up to document the

person.to-person nature of much that contributes to public opiniono7 Thus

any investigation of informal communication about schools needs to focus on

conversations about schoolso

The opinion leader is by necessity a compamication leader as well.

There is a question, however, whether there are mae persons who are

communication leaders but not opinion leaders. The identification of the

opinion leader and commication leader should be useful to educational

leadership. Commtmication problems of dissemination and feedback of

information may be solved with better knowledge of these persons who act

as relaysor even transformers.

Actually, the opinion leader concept itself has not had much of

an impact on school. communication behavior. The observation from which

it derives, that much of influence is personal, has had the real impact.

Election campaigning for school finances often has the mark of organized

political canvassing. Personal. contact is sought with the potential

voter.

What was presented by the social scientist as an explanation for

how people were affected by the media indirectly, through opinion leaders,

was interpreted by many school officials as a signal to seek more direct

access to the public, and to public opinion. Katz and Lazarsfeld said

7Summariei of this literature are found in: Elihu Katz and Paul F.

Lazarsfeld, Personal Free Press, Glencoe, Illinois, 1955;
Everett M. Rogers, Diffh solions. Free Press, New York, 1962;

Bernard R. Berelson, Paul F. Lazarsfeld, and William N. McPhee, Va_...=1.

University of Chicago Press, Chicstgo, Illinois, 1954; and Bernard Berelson

and Gary A. Steiner, guman Behavior: An vento of Scientific Fin

Harcourt, Brace & World, New York, 19

J1.. ;
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they were reasserting the importance of personal contact in the flow of

information and influence.
8 But they kept personal contact in the context

of dissemination from the media to the public. School leaders have over-

looked the elaboration of the process of dissemination in favor of estab-

lishing increased participation by the public through personal contact.

The presumed power of personal contact is great indeed. We are

never quite ,satisifed that justice has been done without a personal con-

frontation of accuser and accused, without an opportunity for the accused

to speak out on his olzi behalf. We are never more pleased with a man than

to know that his handshake is as good as his signature on a contract. We

are never more sure of public opinion than when we have heard it said in

our presenceif only by a few.

Increased participation is viewed as a significant means of

improving public opinion because of the assumption that an informed

public will understand the proailms of schools betterand review

proffered policies accordingly. Reinstatement of direct democracy is,

of Bourse, impossible. So the approach to increased participation has

been the improvement of direct communication with the public - -once the

public has been encouraged to enter the discussion of school problems.

Improving comunications takes many formp. The simplest tactic

is merely to increase the output of information about the schools. Its

corollary is to increase the attention that school personnel pay to the

public. How this or any other tactic works is contingent upon the

relationship between the interested citizen and the schools.

8Katz and Lazarsfeld, ctet_att., p. 25 f.



On the basis of previous research on this relationship, we can

.characterize it as a consumer relationship.9

This consumer is often a parent. He--or she--evaluates the school

in terms of its products. The professional educator may see himself per-

forming a service, but the public views this performance in terms of the

pupil's ability to meet the criteria for a successful educational product.

The educator may judge his success on the average accomplishment of his

pupils, given their capabilitieso He sees that children as a whole are

much better educated than pupils iA the past. Bat the public sees success

in individual achievement. And, if that individual achievement is measured

in relation to other pupils' achievement, an increase in the average is

invisible.

It might seem necessary to qualify this picture somewhat for the

person who has no children in or out of school, but with an interest in

public education. Yet the consumer relationship is prevalent even among

these persons. In viewing the needs of local schools, they see the

product in comparison to nearby districts. With a more cosmopolitan

view, they see certain groups of pupils who have obvious needs--such as

the gifted, the underprivileged, or the retarded. Or, they may see that

society has need for citizens with special skills. such as scientists

or mathematicians.

School officials have learned to speak a language of supply and

demand. It is standard practice to specify what the public is getting

for its moneys to specify which interest groups will be served by various

9This characterization is based on data reported in: Richard F. Carter,

1.rotendra4.:§skiolg. Institute for Communication Re search, Stanford

University, 1960.
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proposals. The same relationship is to be noted at the ;rational level,

as ce?.tain segments of the educational program receive support because

of visible interest in particular educational products.

The consumer relationship introduces several problens for im-

proved communication with the public, and for its participation in the

initiation of policy.

Basic to the consumer orientation is the publies recognition

that education can improve o.aer.s status in a competitive society, or

the position of oneos society in a competitive world. As we noted

earlier, this implies that public interest centers on those school

problems where the specific product of interest resides. This makes

mass communication all the more difficult to utilize. Personal com-

munication sensitive to these interests, particularly from someone

who "knows" the objects of concern, is indicated.

The consumer sees school policy determination as involving in-

vestments over which he has little control. He is buying "futures,"

giving support for a product which will not be finished for yearS4--

when it will be impossible to recover the investment. He may have

an unsatisfactory educational experience of his own to look back on

in considering his vote. Personal communication may calm his

anxieties as well as furnishing him with information.

Although the schools have adopted personal contact as a

means for increasing participation in school affairs, they have

teen able to do so only for relatively brief periods. The expen-

diture of resources necessary is prohibitive for continuing contact.

So the contacts are made when the public must review policy in
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elections ©"

The success of this procedure, when it occurs, stems from the

temporary arimsal of values for the educational product and of fears that

the value of the product may be dlmLalsthe through failure to approve the

policy.

There is still no effective means for bringing the public into

the initiation of policy on a continuing basis. Personal contact is not

a feasible method. The answer must lie in a better understanding of the

way in which the public is now informally involved in policy determination.

Then, perhaps, a new procedure may be evolved for inclusion on a more

formal basis.

To make intelligent use of this aspect of informalitythe in-

formality of policy determinationwe must know something of person-to-

person conversation. We need to know its scope in topics and contacts,

its content of fact and opinion, its airection to and from the schools,

its purposes of informing and influencing, and its genesis in the giving

and receiving behaviors of its participants.

1,z/tom ma " on t

To explain what we mean by the informality of content in con-

versations about schools, we shall have to consider what would be formal©

In a formal discussion of educational values, it would be necessary for

the participants to achieve coorientation. That is, they would need to

10q.cme Mort has been made, tc use parent-teacher conferences as a means

for continued personal contact. A study by Grant indicated that the
only effect on parental ittitudes came in the area of opinions of
administration--and this only with the use of structured conferences

by what he judged the better teachers in the district. Robert Grant,

The Effectiveness of Structured, Parent-Ter Conferences on Zuenta
Attitrta 1=1-q Tow Schools. Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, Stanford

University, 9
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have the same things in mind. Their orientations must coincide to some

degree.

The degree necessary is specified by Carter' in an analysis a

the "complete communication" by an individual; (I), of his own orientation.

He defines the minimal orientation situation as consisting of the following:

Where: 0, ard 0 are two objects from the environment that are
2 situationally relevantsay, two bond issue

alternatives;

Ai is an attribute which makes the objects pertinent to
each othersay, cost of the two alternatives;

71 and P2 represent the extent to whilth the objects possess
the attribute (their relative pertinences)..say,

relative cost;

S
1

and S
2
represent the perceived value of the objects
irrespective of the pertinence relation (their

relative saliences) -.say, the previous experiences

with the alternatives.

For complete communication of this orientation situation, the

individual must report all seven of these elements. In addition he may

report a discrimination between the objects on the given attribute (e.g.,

01 cost more) and/or an intended behavior toward one of the objects

I'm going to vote for 02),.

11Richard F. Carter, "Communication and Affective Relations." Journalism

...arierly, Vol. 42, No. 2 (Spring:. 1965): pp. 203=2126

t.
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Coorientation, as defined by Carter, implies that the two individ-

uals will, report their respective orientation situations to each other in

sufficient detail that they may arrive at a mutual discrimination. At a

minimum, this entails report of the two objects and the attribute on whiCh

object values are to be assigned. It also necessitates such reporting

behavior prior to the discrimination being made.

That .114thewr of these conditions is typical of conversations about

schools is obvious. They are typical only of the most formal analyses.

More typical are reports that give the discriminations already made,

along with some information about the orientation situation. For example:

"I like 02 better than 01," or, more simply, "I like 02.° Even if both

objects and the attribute are given in the report of the discrimination

already made, the other conversant may suspect hidden

unreported saliences.

Generally, then,' we can say that conversations about schools are

very informal with regard. 1%o content. Coorientation is lacking. This

state of affairs has implications for the determination of policy and

for our study.

Without coorientation, much of the content of public opinion can

be expected to be irrelevant to a given policy issue. From the observer's

point of view, what is being talked about has little to do with the given

issue. But this does not mean that the issue has no relevance at all to

the public.

Coleman12 has pointed out that conflict is aroused when people

are drawn into a controversy because they perceive an issue to be

relevant to their interests--even though an impartial observer might

,-11111.11VMOININNI .1
12James S. Coleman, gszmpl=y Conflict. Free Press, Glencoe, Illinois,

1957.



14

think otherwise. To an anxious consumer, any issue can quickly become

relevant to the quality of the product.

School officials can not enforce relevance of cont ant arbitrarily.

But it can be encouraged and saLotions imposed on violators.13 Further-

more, our study of informal communication can yield information on the

persons in the community who serve as linko between different interest groups,

who may being people VW 011 4 CP CP VI.1.0*04.v

to them.

not (objectively speaking) relevant

With =orientation lacking, conversations have the appearance of a

crossfire of opinions and information. The acquisition of information or

values depends largely on the nature of the coo:versants, their needs determ-

ining the likelihood of acceptance, the number of their conversations affect-

ing the frequency of acceptance.

What we think we know about informal communication processes

illhstrates this tendency:

1. Informal communication tends to occur among persons who are

physically or psychologically close to each other. Physical, distance is a

good predictor of who talks to whom in a neighborhood.14 Similarities of

background and interests are good predictors of who talks to whom in

groups, even in such primary groups as the family.
15

13The role of relevance as the "first principle" of communication has
been discussed by Carter: Richard. F. Carter, "Three Problem Areas in

School Communications.' California Elenentaw Administrator, Vol. 28,
No. 3 (February, 1964), pp. 134TE-fEe concluding chapter we shall
have more to say on the subject of releVance.

*Leon Festinger, Stanley Schachter, and Kurt Back, Social Pressures in
Informal Graw. Stanford University Press, Stanford, California,
17977Reissue).

15Carter, Voters and Their Schools. See Chapter V.
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2. The ability of one person to influence another person seems

to be related to the psychological 'closeness of the two Dersons.
16 The

opportunity for a person not to pay attention to those with whom he has no

common interests, or to refuse credibility to those he does not know or

who do not know him, makes it difficult for influence to occur outside

personal channels.

3. Influence occurring from personal communication is mostly a

reinforcing of already held opinions.17 The persons talking together

are likely to agree on most topics to begin with, so they afford mutual

reinforcement.

4. Most people acquire information or new values because it is

useful to them to do. so. They have to accommodate themselves to an

environment, or they have to find support for their accommodation of

an environment to themselves.
18

Objectives of the study

Our two purposes are to identify communicators and to describe

the process of informal communication. To implement these purposes we

have set out the objectives which foliou. In stating these objectives,

we can outline the course this monograph takes.

Our first objective was to locate the persons who engage in any

16Katz and Lazarsfeld, staga.; Rogers, op. cit;.; and Berelson and

Steiner, OD. 41; furnish surveys of such findings.

17Katz and Lazarsfeld, OD. cit., and Festinger, :ahachter, and Back,

on. cit. The reinforcement function is considered paramount in any

influence by the mass media. See Joseph T. Klepper, The Effects of

Mass Communication. Free Press, Glencoe, Illinois, 1960.

18,-In the latter regard, see: Leon Festinger, A Theoms1J12LEt
Dissonance. Row, Peterson, Evanston, Illinois, 1957.
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informal communication about schools outside their on household (Chapter

II). To locate communicators, we have taken as a frame of reference two

orientations toward schools as primary ""locators." These are the p.r.aen.t

orientation and the citizen orientation.

These orientations reflect the consumer interests held by the public.

The parent orientation is straightforward. The citizen orientation repre-

sents the interest taken in societal affairs, as exemplified in organisa-

tional memberships. As such it resembles the variable of "gregariousnessh

studied by Katz and Lazarsfeld in relation to influence019

Oar second objective was to describe the amounts of various con-

versational behaviors of public sklcol parents and school people- -the

groups which comprise most of the informal communicators (Chapters III-

VII). Aspects of conversational scope, initiative, direction, and

influence are examined© The use of the parent and citizen orientations

is continued for the public school parent group.

Here the analytic focus alternates between ide.ntification of

communicators of various types and elaboration of the informal communi-

cation process. We pursue the latter through comparisons of the

communication behaviors of various groups of public school parents, and

of school people and parents. For example, we examine the relationship

between information exposure and influence for differing levels of parent

and citizen orientation.

Our third objective was to describe the relationships among

aspects of informal communication behavior. Our results (in Chapter

VIII) shed light on such questions as these:

Amemmma.a.sav .0=1;Is

19Katz and Lazarsfeld, op. cit., pc, 2270 They also include a measure of
communicatory activity with organizational membership°
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1. Is influence more likely to occur in conversations between persons

similar in their relationship to the schools, or in conversations between

persons of dissimilar relationships? For example, do 3s a parent have more

influence on another parent than on a nonparent?

2 Is influence more likely to occur when the influential conversant

has more scope of in.7ormal communication? When the influential has sought

out his conversant? When the influential has bean sought out by his

conversant?

3. Are there communidittion leaders who are not opinion leaders?

4. Is there a communication leader who relays both between persons

of dissimilar relationship to the schools and persons a similar relation.

ship, or is there one kind of communication leader for one relay function

and another kind of communication leader for the other relay function?

5. Is there a general factor of communication leadership that

subsumes influence activIty?

Our fourth objective was to look at the conduct of informal

communication within, conversations. We have looked at the give grad take

of conversations (Chapter IX) and the nature of the content itself--

whether it contains that which is verifiable and whether it contains

that which is attributed to another source (Chapter X).

The analyses, made for the several levels of parent and citizen

orientation among parents, and for school people, lend verification to

earlier results and continua the elaboration of the informal oommuni.

cation process.

Our fifth objective was to describe the characteristics of nets

of informal communication (Chapter XI). We have measured their size,

distribution, differences in nets within a gin district, the nature of
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early communicators, location of conversations, relationship of conversants,

reasons for conversations starting, and sources of information exposure.

Some of these analyses show differences between conversations

about forthcoming financial elections and nonelection conversations. Others

show differences in netwo7* conversations as the time of election approached.

How we went about gathering the data for this study is reported in

the next section.

gaktallE11411

The focus in the pioneering studies of informal communication has

been on influence, not communication. To be sure, these studies have

postu) ated that influenbe is transmitted by communication processes; but

the purposes have commonly been to see how people change or form new

opinions in important social areas. Social issues and adoption of new

products or practices have been the subjects of investigation.

Perhaps the major question raised by the previous studies is

whether we know the process of information flow when we know the process

of influenceor vice versa. We recognize that communication seems a

logical necessity for influence flow, but would. hardly argue the reverse.

Thus a clear separation in data gathering procedures for commhnication

variables and influence variables seemed desirable.

In reviewing the previous studies it appeared ta -ad that the best

way to keep communication and influence separate, and the best way to

assess influence, brought us to the same conclusion: we should try to

get people to reconstruct their conversations about school matters. We

could then codify both communication and influence behaviors ourselves'.

This procedure also furnished another appealing result. We would

have a measure of the degree of influence for each person. Previous
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studies have often distinguished only between influentials and noninfluentials

in one way or another. We should be able to base some of our analyses on the

extent of influence exerted by each respondent.

With this general approach decided, the remaining problems were the

procedures for exhausting a net within a district and which districts to

choose. Pre-testing solved both problems. We found that two things charac-

terized informal communication nets:

1. The nets were often large, covering the whole district and

extending outside the district; yet,

2. Whole blocks of residents within a district would not report a

single conversation with someone outside the home concerning the schools

during the preceding week.

Our original plan had been to sample blocks in communities of varied

characteristics, interviewing everyone in the block designated and then

everyone with whom they had conversed, and so on. These two pretest results

suggested a different approach.

We would start with samples of 50 households in each community.

From these samples we would expect to get into the district's nets from one

or more points and then be able to follow its channels. We would have the

advantage of being able to compare communicators and noncommunicators in

these original samples. Inferences based on these differences would be

better than those based on block clusters of citizens.

Districts were chosen to maximize the differences in the character-

istics that could be related to the process of informal communication itself.

For example, amount of communicatory behavior is known to vary with educa-

tional level and socioeconomic status. Our decision was also based on

minimizing any extraneous factors, such as the impact of a state educational
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issue on some but not all communities while we were interviewing. Still,

we did want to view the nets at a high water mark. Our solution was to

select districts that were about to have a local financial election, and

to interview there in the days prior to the election. We hoped to find

the nets tuned locally and active.

Table 101 shows the wide variation in district characteristics.

The districts range from a small agriculturally based district, low on

socioeconomic characteristics (District B), to a moderately large district

with light industry, high on socioeconomic characteristics (District D).

The school district boundary lines were used to define the popula-

tion to be studied. The letters assigned to the districts as symbols

indicate the order in which the interviewing proceeded. The district

boundary lines set the limit9 geographically, for our interviewing. We

went outside these limits only to interview school personnel who worked

within the district but lived outside. We studied just their communicatory

behavior within the district.

In each district a probability sample of 50 households was selected

from current telephone listings. All persons 21 or over in the households

were to be interviewed. Pretests in three non-sample districts had indi-

cated that between a fourth and a third of the respondents would have

communicated with someone outside the household about school matters in

the previous seven days. The pretests had also indicated that this would

be sufficient to get us into the major channels of the district network.

Table 1.2 shows selected characteristics of original sample members,

by district. The educational data reflect the census data for the districts

reported in Table 1.1. The recorded data on total communicatory behavior

for the original samples are consistent with the expected positive relation-
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ship between amount of communication and socioeconomic level.

Our general procedure was to interview members of the original

samples, starting about ten days prior to the local election, inquiring

about school-related conversations during the past seven days. Co-

conversants of communicators in the original samples were then interviewed,

and any new referrals from this group were followed up, and so on. This

snowballing technique continued until the network petered out, or until the

election halted our work. Those interviewed from the designated sample

households are termed the "original sample" in this report; those later

interviewed as co-conversants are termed "referrals."

The field work in District A was conducted in Spring, 1962; in

Districts B and C in Fall, 1962; and in Districts D and E in Winter, 1963.

In all, 468 original sample members and 849 referrals were interviewed in

the five districts. These represent 85% and 74% completion rates for desig-

nated sample members, respectively. Table 1.3 gives the breakdowns by

district.

1
Table 1.3 Interview Completion Rates, by District.

1
f, Original sample: Referrals:

i

1

District
Eligible for
interview

A 110

B 124

C 112

D 112

E 92

Percent
interviewed

85%

89%

84%

82%

8 5%

Eligible for
interview

Percent
interviewed

182 75%

210 80%

199 70%

308 74%

254 70%
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We employed experienced interviewers, providing additional training

in conversation reconstruction. Interviewers were supervised in the field

by a study director, who checked interviewers at least once daily for assign-

ments and performance.

Each interview began with a few questions about the respondent's

background and family (see Appendix A for the interview form), then the

interviewer asked the respondent about any conversations relevant to schools

held in the last seven days (eight days on the second day of interviewing,

nine days on the third day, etc.). A specific probe was used to indicate

that the question included conversations with spouse or children. With

referrals, the interviewer often had to probe for a known conversation- -

the one which brought us to the referral. The tendency was to recall the

more recent conversations when no specific probe was offered. With aided

recall, 95% of the conversations were verified by the interviewed referrals.

Callbacks were continued until the district interviewing terminated,

one day prior to the election. The field supervisor directed callback

procedures and arranged interviewer substitutions if an interview could be

obtained only at a time when the first assigned interviewer was unavailable.

Analysis of the data

The largest part of the data reported is subjected to multivariate

analysis. For the most part, this kind of analysis views the variance in

a criterion variable (i.e., some informal communication behavior), in relation

to three other variables--frequently called "locator" variables. Two of these

locator variables are the parent and citizen orientations. The third, or

"test" variable, changes from table to table.

The criterion variables are the various aspects of informal communi-

cation behavior. Coding procedures related to these aspects are reported
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in the appropriate chapters where the variables are introduced conceptually

and operationally defined.

The test variables fall into three categories: demographic charac-

teristics (sex, age, education, number of children, ar.d length of residence);

participatory characteristics (direct participation, efficacy, information

exposure, interest in local affairs, interest in nonlocal affairs, and

voting likelihood); and, attitudinal characteristics (evaluation of local

schools, pride in local schools, voting preference, and perceived economic

conditions).

Those test variables for which indexes were constructed are reported

in Appendix B, where scale criteria for unidimensionality are given. Source

citations are also given in Appendix B.

Generally, test variables have been dichotomized in these analyses.

The "high" condition of the test variable is taken to be that condition

which is positively related to the first criterion variable - -any communica-

tion about local schools (Chapter II). Several trichotomies have been

presented, to show curvilinearity in the relationships.

There are a great number of inferences that can be drawn from tables

with three locator variables. We have abstracted those that seemed important

for the text of Chapters II-V:I and IX-X. For Chapters II -VII, we had to

design a formal process of abstraction in order to sort out the more impor-

tant inferences. The reader who wishes to follow the course of this analysis,

by referring to appropriate tables as he reads the text, should read

Appendix C before turning to Chapter II.

The format is to examine the relationships of the orientations to

the criterion variable, then to introduce test variables to look for inter-

active effects, independent effects of the test variables, and optimum



conditions for the effectiveness of one or two locator variables.

The analytic role taken by the two orientations varies according

to the objective at hand.

In studying the difference between communicators and noncommunicators

(Chapter II), the orientations play a predictive role because they are very

highly related to communicatory activity per se. The emphasis there is on

identifying communicators, so the relative predictive power of these locators

gives them a primary part in the analysis.

In studying the differences in various aspects of informal communi-

cation (Chapters III-VI), the orientations play two roles: the identifica-

tion of significant parent subgroups among which behaviors may vary; and,

the control of possible artifactual relationships between test variables

and the criterion variables.
20

Test variables are viewed in the context of the orientations because

they may appear to have a relationship with a criterion variable, but have

it only because of their relationship to one of the orientations. For

example, an apparent relationship between age and total conversations might

disappear if the relationship between age and parent orientation is considered.

The utility of this form of control can be shown in the following

possible set of relations: information exposure is related to influence

success; parent orientation is related to influence success; information

exposure is related to parent orientation. If information exposure is not

related to influence success at both levels of parent orientation, then the

inference that influence success is more frequent among those who are more

20
Rogers
highly
others
of the
factor

points out that the attributes of opinion leadership are probably

interrelated, and that each needs study when the effect of the

can be controlled (22. cit., p. 251). Controlling for the level

orientations has the effect of removing the common "participation"

in the various attributes.

k
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to information sources (e.g., the mass media) must be modified if it holds

only for one level of parent orientation, or set aside if it holds for

neither level of parent orientation.

In studying the differences in communication behavior within the

conversations (Chapters IX-X), the orientations have the role of locating

significant subgroups of parents. Within conversations, gross participation

behaviors should not be an important factor. Orientations, therefore, need

not be employed as controls.

As the analysis shifts from the difference between communicators

and noncommunicators to the differences in various aspects of informal

communication, the definitions of the orientations are altered. In the

second analysis, all are communicators. Stricter differentiation in the

levels of orientation is then needed.

During the course of the analyses, reference will be made to several

kinds of relationships between locator variables with regard to a criterion

variable. These are:

1. "Independent relationships"--when a locator variable accounts

I

for some variance in the criterion whatever the condition of another locator

variable.

2. "Contingent relationship"--when a locator variable accounts for

some variance in the criterion only in the high condition of the other

locator variable.

3. "Ftnctional equivalence"--when a locator variable accounts for

some variance in the criterion only in the low condition of the other

locator variable.

4. "Artifact"--when a locator variable accounts for no variance

in the criterion in either condition of the other locator variable, but
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is related to the other locator variable (which does account for some

variance in the criterion).

5. "Converse relationship"--when the effect of one locator variable

on another locator variable's relationship with the criterion is the same

as the latter's effect on the former's relationship with the criterion.

This is a frequent consequence of the type of analysis we have employed.

'OW



Chapter Ii

Who Talks About the Schools?

Out of the 468 persons interviewed in the original sample, some 39%

had at least one conversation with someone about the local schools in the

period prior to being inter-riewed. This conversation was not with someone

from the same household.

If we knew nothing more about these persons than the fact that they

reside within the school district and had a listed telephone number--or lived

in a household where someone had a listed number--we vc,I.Ld have about two

chances in five of locating someone who talks about the local Our

objective in this chapter is to improve that predictive ability; to better

locate the communicators.

We stated in our introduction that the parent and citizen orienta-

tions would be the major "locators" for our analysis. These two variables

reflect the frame of reference from which we view behavior related to the

schools.

Both orientations have been dichotomized. The "high parent" orienta-

tion consists of parents with a child in public school or with a child of

pre-school age. The gross communicatory activity of these two kinds of

parents is quite similar. The same similarity occurs in the "lc7 parent"

orientation groups--nonparents and parents of postschool children only.

The citizen orientation is defined by membership in nonschool organi-

zations. We have considered this as evidence that the person has used

participation to implement his values. As with the parent orientation,

there is an attempt on our part to find some measure which shows commitment

29
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on the part of the individual. The "high citizen" orientation consists of

persons with membership in at least one nonschool organization.

Table 2.1 shows how many original sample members meet these criteria

of high parent and high citizen orientation (i.e., 209 and 249, respectively)./

We also see that both orientations, as defined here, account for variance in

the criterion variable: whether the person had a conversation about the

schools recently. The parent orientation accounts for 35%; the citizen

orientation accounts for 19%.

Table 2.1 Communicators by Parent Orientation and by Citizen Orientation*

Orientation Per Cent Communicators

Parent orientation:

High (N=209)

Low (N=215)

Citizen orientation:

High (N=249)

Low (N =175)

53%

18%

43%

24%

*Communicate-q are persons from the original samples in five districts

who had at least one conversation about the schools during the seven

days previous to being interviewed. Orientation definitions are given

in the text.

We could have obtained larger differences by defining the orienta-

tions differently. But this would have two drawbacks. The definitions we

used are highly "visible;" that is, they are indeed good locators. They

also divide the sample roughly into half, giving maximum discrimination.

/Eleven school people and 33 private school parents are not included in

this analysis.
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If we were to define, say, the citizen orientation, so that only about one

in ten was of high citizen orientation, then we would pay too much of a price

to obtain a greater proportion of variance accounted for.

Table 2.2 shows that the joint effect of the two orientations is

greater than either alone. Reference to the numbers of persons in each of

the four conditions shows a good adjunct to this increased predictive power.

The two orientations are unrelated, maintaining maximum discrimination.

Table 2.2 Communicators by Parent-Citizen Orientation.

Joint orientation Per cent communicators

Eigh parent, high citizen (N =122) 67%

High parent, low citizen (N=87) 39%

Low parent, high citizen (N=127) 216

Low parent, low citizen (N=88) 9%

The locating of communicators about schools has now improved sub-

stantially. From a beginning figure of two in fi 're we have advanced to a

figure of two in three. Knowing only that a person is high on the two

orientations, we would be right two-thirds of the time in locating com-

municators.

We can now examine the other inferences available to us from

Table 2.2, using percentage differences for criterion variance accounted

for--as described in Appendix C.

The parent orientation and citizen orientation jointly account for

58% of the variance.

The parent orientation accounts for more variance under the high

citizen condition than under the low citizen condition (43% versus 30%).
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And, conversely, the citizen orientation accounts for more variance under

the high parent condition (28% versus 15%).

We conclude that the two orientations enhance each other. They are

not merely functional equivalents, for then they each would show more effect

in the low condition of the other. Possibly, in line with our emphasis on

an obvious commitment, they distinguish degrees of commitment. And together

they represent more commitment than either separately. At least we can

suggest that interpretation with respect to informal communication about

schools.

We turn now to an examination of the three variable situation, where

a third variable is added to the orientations in viewing informal communica-

tory activity. These test variables are introduced in three sections:

demographic variables, participatory variables, and attitudinal variables.

Demography

Characteristics such as sex, age, education, number of children, and

length of residence in the community are expected to relate to communicatory

behavior because roles associated with these characteristics affect the like-

lihood of communicatory behavior. Thus, for instance, the female is exprlted

in our society to take a more active part in school affairs than the male.
2

And time spent performing one activity may be lost to another, so that

informal communicatory behavior may be thwarted by roles which keep one

apart from other people.

These demographic characteristics are also related to the two orienta-

tions, some by definition--e.g., one needs a child to be a parent, and some

by functional relationship--e.g., the more educated generally participate

more These relationships are reported in Table 2.3.

2Voters and Their Schools, p. 154f.
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Table 2.3 Demographic Characteristics nf Original Sample Members by

Parent-Citizen Orientation. *

Demographic
characteristic

Sex:

Joint orientation:

Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,

low citizen laaLcitizen low citizen IjAhcitizen

47% (41) 37% (47) 40% (35) 43% (52)

Female 53% (47) 63% (81) 60% (52) 57% (70)

174g 17Prr 10 C Mg 177 1765g CEO

Age:

50 yrs. +

4o-49

20-39

Education:

68% (59) 73% (93) 21% (152) 3.3.7b (ilf)

10% (10) 9% (12) 24% (20) 50% (61)

22% (19) 18% (23) 55% (47) 39% (47)

170g 177 1170g 11753 toT6g 1767

High school or less 70% (61) 52% (67) 67% (58) 41% (48)

Some college + 30% (26) 48% (61) 33% (29) 59% (70)

1657 117 11557 T? to 77 to (118)

No. of children:

None 54% (47) 48% (61)
** **

One 19% (17) 17% (21) 36% (31) 21% (26)

Two + 27% (24) 35% (45) 64% (56) 79% (96)

71725ig 777 17557 11777 10 5g 77377 Tax In1E7

Length of residence
in community:

Nine yrs. or less 44% (35) 41% (52) 48% (42) 48% (59)

10 yrs. + 56% (49) 59% (75) 52% (45) 52% (63)

to W TSZT TOW 7713 10 T87 azu 7727

*Frequency distributions are given in parentheses following the percentages.

These frequencies are the bases to which the percentages in Tables 2.4 through

2.8 are computed.

**By definition of parent orientation, the "high" level specifies at least

one child.



Age has the highest relationship with the parent orientation,

followed by number of children. In the latter case, the dichotomization

is between one child or less and two children or more. If it were between

no children and one or more, the order would be different. For then, by

our definition, the relationship is constrained.

Education has the highest relationship with the citizen orientation.

Number of children also shows some relationship to this orientation. Persons

with more children are more likely to be of high citizen orientation.

In general, if a demographic characteristic is related to one or

both of the orientations, we would expect it to add less to the location

of communicators. Its relationship to communicatory behavior would tend

to be expressed through the orientations. We know that communicatory

activity is in part related to age because age is related to parent orienta-

tion (which is related t) communicatory activity). However, this artifact

in no way restricts the usefulness of demographic characteristics in

elaborating the relationship between the orientations and communicatiot

behavior.

Tables 2.4 through 2.8 give the results for the three variable

analyses of communicatory activity--where the twc orientation variables are

joined by each of the demographic characteristics in turn.

The average difference of 35% which the parent orientation makes in

the criterion variable is increased to 47% among those of high citizen

orientation who are either long-time residents of the community or who have

two or more children.

The 19% difference which the citizen orientation makes in the cri-

terion variable increases to 36% among those of high parent orientation who

have fewer children.

16.
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Of the demographic variables, sex has the highest independent rel

tionship with the criterion variable, averaging about 16 %; it is followed by

age and length of residence.

The relationship of sex to communicatory activity is greatest in the

high parent, low citizen group, where it shows a difference of 22%. Age in

the high parent, high citizen condition produces a difference of 20%, as does

number of children in the high parent, low citizen condition.

Those of higher education provide the optimum condition for the joint

effect of the two orientations on the criterion variable. There is a differ-

ence of 11% in the joint effect of the orientations between levels of education.

Taking only the parent orientation and a test variable, sex and parent

orientation provide the most differentiation in communicatory activity, aver-

aging about 50%. Age and length of residence each combine with parent orienta-

tion to give differentiation of communicatory activity,' raging about 45%

and 44$ respectively.

The joint effect of parent orientation and a test variable depends

in part on the condition of the citizen orientation. Sex and parent orienta-

tion as well as education and parent orientation combine more effectively to

account for communicatory activity in the high citizen condition.

Viewing only citizen orientation and test variables in relationship

to communicatory activity, sex combines with citizen orientation to account

for about 35$ of the variance. Length of residence and age are somewhat less

helpful as adjuncts to the citizen orientation. With citizen orientation,

they average 27% and 28% respectively.

The combination of citizen orientation and any demographic variable

in accounting frsr fylitimminatory activity is found to be more effective in

the high parent orientation, particularly when citizen orientation is combined

with number of children.
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Parent and citizen orientations jointly accounted for 58% of the

4

criterion variance. Adding in the contribution of a test variable, we find

36

Ill1

that the joint effect of length of residence and the two orientations is 70%

i

of the variance accounted for. Age, in combination with the orientations,

t. yields 67% of the variance accounted for.
x

We observed that each orientation is more effective in the high con-

dition of the other. In several instances, the test variable interacts with

2
this tendency to produce optimum conditions for the interactive effect of the

orientations. Thus, each orientation is more effective in the high condition

of the other among younger persons, those who are long-time residents of the

community, and males.

Holding citizen orientation constant, for each demographic variable

the parent orientation has more effect on the criterion variable in that

condition of the test variable which is itself most highly related to the

criterion variable, i.e., the high condition. This is particularly so with

number of children, where the effect of the parent orientation on communicatory

activity is greater among those with more children.

The converses also hold. For example, females are more likely than

males to be communicators in the high parent condition, in comparison to the

low parent condition. The interaction is strongest for number of children.

Having more children is more highly related to communicatory activity when

the parent orientation is high.

Although the parent orientation usually has more effect on the cri-

terion variable in the high condition of the test variable, there are several

instances in which this relationship does not hold. Among those of low

citizen orientation, the parent orientation has more effect in the low

conditions 02 age and length of residence (among older persons and short-

rY

I

4

11.
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time residents). In the high citizen condition the parent orientation is

again more effective in the high condition of the teat varialac.

Holding parent orientation constant, the effect of the citizen

orientation on communicatory activity varies according to the level of

education and the number of children. Citizen orientation has more effect

A among thorn of higher education and among those with fewer children.

Lrong those of high parent orientation, the citizen orientation

has more effect among the young and those of long-time residence; among

those of low parent orientation, the citizen orientation has more effect

among the old and those of short-time residence.

We have an interesting point about the conditions under which the

parent and citizen orientations relate to informal communication activity.

More education enhances the effect of both orientations, parent and citizen.

But while the condition of having two or more children enhances the effect

of Vie parent orientation, the effect of the citizen orientation is enhanced

by the condition of having one child or less.

Table 2.4 Communicators by Parent-Citizen Orientation and Sex.*

Per cent communicators among:

ibint orientation Males Females

High parent, high citizen 54% 69%

High parent, low citizen 26% 48%

Low parent, high citizen 13% 31%

Low parent, low citizen 5% 13%

*The subsamples on which these percentages are based are reported in

Table 2.3.

.."."4%



Table 2.5 Communicators by Parent-Citizen Orientation and Age.*

Per cent communicators among:

Joint orientation 50+ 40-49 20-39

High parent, high citizen 50% 59% 70%

High parent, low citizen 39% 30% 45%

Low parent, high citizen 23% 33% 26%

Low parent, low citizen 3% 22% 21%

The subsamples on which these percentages are based are reported in
Table 2.3.

Table 2.6 Communicators by Parent-Citizen Orientation and Education.*

Per cent communicators among:

High school graduates

Joint orientation or less

High parent, high citizen

High parent, low citizen

58%

38%

Low parent, high citizen 19%

Low parent, low citizen 10%

*The subsamples on which these percentages are based are reported in

Table 2.3.

Some college
or more

Table 2.7 Communicators by Parent - Citizen Orientation and Number of Children.*

Per cent communicators among:

Joint orientation No children One child Two or more

High parent, high citizen ** 62% 63%

High parent, low citizen ** 26% 46%
(-1)

Low parent, high citizen

Low parent, low citizen

28% 33%

11%

*The subsamples on which these percentages are based are reported in

Table 2.3.

**By definition, the "high parent" orientation includes only persons with

a child (in public school or of pre-school age).
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Table 2.8 Communicators by Parent-Citizen Orientai-lon and Length

of Residence in the Community.*

Per cent communlittors among:

Joint orientation 9-9 yrs. 7° T'at

High parent, high citizen 54% 70%

High parent, low citizen 36% 42%

Low parent, high citizen 29% 23%

Low parent, low citizen 0% 16%

*The stibsamples on which these percentages are based are reported in

Table.

Particitalary indaracteristics

We usually expect a person who converses about some object to

have other characteristics which evidence his attention to that object.

Thus direct participation in school matters and voting in school elections

are overt manifestations of interest. We also asked respondents about

their interest in local and nonlocal educational matters and obtained

homogeneous indexes to measure these interests (See Appendix B). We

found out their exposures to public sources of information about schools,

expecting this to be related to communicatory activity. Finally, we

ascertained their sense of efficacy regarding school affairs--whether

they felt attention was worth the trouble.

Table 2.9 gives the relationship between each of these partici-

patory characteristics and the two orientations. All participatory

variables are positively related to both parent and citizen orientations.
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Table 2.9 Participatory Characteristics of Original Sample Members

by Parent-Citizen Orientation.*

Participatory
characteristic

Direct participation:

Low

High

Efficacy:

Low

High

Joint orientation:

Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent

low citizen high citizen low citizen AuLaluEla

77% (68) 61% (77) ,31%

23% (20) 39% ,15224 69%

n ix 778T lO% 027) Tom

(27)

(60)
'r87

22% (27)

78% (95)

io 11:227

700% (62) 37% (72) 45% (39) 39% (47)

(26) 43% (55) 5 (48) 61% c7 a
T673. In 027) 1,, mT l0

Information exposure:

None 49% (43) 37% (47) 40% (35) 12% (14)

3Q

One 25% (22) 32% (41) 24% (21) 21% (25)

Two or more 26% (23) 31% (39) 36% 121 67% (80)

777 175F9g Ma -MY 11157 TEITY

Interest in local affairs:

Low 62% (55) 55% (69) 43% (37) 32% (39)

High _.:±A (33) 45% (57) 57% (50) 68% (83)

)7601g -077 1156g 11767 to 1777 11757 dam

Interest in nonlocal affairs:

Low 64% (56) 54% (68) 49% (43) 35% (43)

High 36% (32) 46% (59) 51% (44) 65% (79)

TEX 737 165K 137277 10 777 now im2

Likelihood of voting:**

Low 55% (39) 44% (42) 56% (35) 23% (25)

High 45% (32) 6% (54) 44% .(27) 77% cs42,
170g Tr 100% 173.7 Mr (106)

*Frequency distributions are given in parentheses following the percentages.' 4

The frequencies are the bases to which the percentages in Tables 2.10

through 2.15 are computed. The participatory characteristics are also

defined in the respective tables.

**This index was based on previous voting behavior, resulting in fewer

cases where ineligibility was reported.
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The highest relationship with the parent orientation is held by

direct participation. Appreciable, but much smaller, relationships are

found with information exposure, efficacy, interest in local affairs, and

4t.rasat in nonlocal affairs.

The highest relationship with the citizen orientation is held by

voting likelihood, followed by information exposure. Direct participation

and interest in nonlocal affairs have somewhat smaller relationships with

this orientation.

All participatory characteristics ar more related to the parent

orientation than to the citizen orientation, with the exception of voting

likelihood. (In part, this may simply reflect a better measure of the

parent orientation.) The one exception gives us some assurance that we

have tapped the citizen orientation by using orga'izational membership.

Organizational membership was used because voting likelihood is not a

measurable characteristic for some persons; they may not have been eligible.

Another distinction between relationships found for the two orien-

tations is of some importance as well. The parent orientation is more

highly related to interest in local affairs than interest in nonlocal

affairs. The opposite holds for the citizen orientation.

Direct participation is so highly related to zarent orientation

that we use it later to further refine levels of parent orientation.

Tables 2.10 through 2.15 give the results of our three variable

analyses, taking each of the participatory characteristics in turn. Some

comparative findings of interest follow.

The effect of the parent orientation is greatest among those with

a low likelihood of voting but a high citizen orientation, where the dif-

ference is 50%. The parent orientation is also somewhat more effective

in the high citizen condition among persons who have a high information
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exposure or who have a low sense of efficacy.

The conditions under which citizen orientation has its greatest

impact on communicatory activity is among those of parent orientation

who show low direct participation in school affairs.

Of the participatory characteristics, information exposure has the

highest independent relationship with the criterion variable, averaging

about 21%. Direct participation has the next highest relationship, aver-

aging about 17%. Efficacy has little beiependent effect. But this is to

be expected. Efficacy is considered a contingent condition for participa-

tion and its effect should be reflected through the orientations. It can

be seen that in the absence of both orientations,

relationship with communicatory activity.

Both information exposure and dirt participation find their

optimum effect among those of high parent, low citizen orientation. This

is also the optimum condition for "a impact of interest in local affairs

and voting likelihood.

The joint effect of the two orientations on communicatory activity

is tempered somewhat by the conditions of efficacy and interest in non-

local affairs. The joint effect of the orientations is stronger among

those with a low sense of efficacy, but among those with a high interest

iu ncnlocal affairs.

The participatory characteristic which together with the parent

orientation accounts for the largest amount of criterion variance is

information exposure. They account for 50% of the variance. Voting like-

lihood is close behind, with 48% in conjunction with parent orientation.

The joint effect of parent orientation and interest in nonlocal

affairs on communicatory activity is greatest among high citizen

efficacy does have some
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orientation persons. For information exposure, the joint effect is

greater among those with low citizen orientation.

Either direct participation or information exposure combines

with citizen orientation to best account for variance in communicatory

activity. Both combinations average 36%.

The joint effect of citizen orientation and any participatory

variable on the criterion variable is always greater in the high parent

orientation condition. This is particularly true for the joint effects

of citizen orientation and direct participation or citizen orientation

and information exposure.

Of the participatory characteristics, only information exposure

adds much to the two orientations in jointly accounting for criterion

variance. The three together give 66% differentiation in communicatory

activity.

The general finding that each orientation affects communicatory

activity more in the high condition of the other holds in the low condi-

tion of direct participation, interest in local affairs, and of voting

likelihood.

Holding citizen orientation constant, the effect of the parent

orientation on communicatory activity is greater among those of high

direct participation and high information exposure. It is also more

effective among those with a lower sense of efficacy.

The greater effectiveness of the parent orientation it the high

condition of direct participation resides largely among those of low

citizen orientation. The citizen orientation does not affect the inter-

action with information exposure.

The citizen orientation doc3 affect the interactive effect of

parent orientation and two other participatory characteristics, however.
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The parent orientation is more effective in the high condition of either

voting likelihood or interest in local affairs--if the citizen orientation

is low.

Holding parent orientation constant, the effect of the citizen

orientation on communicatory activity tends to be greater in the low condi-

tion of participatory characteristics, especially information exposure and

direct participation. There is one exception. The effect of the citizen

orientation is greater among those with a high interest in nonlocal affairs.

The greater effectiveness of the citizen orientation in the low

condition of direct participation occure among thcse of high parent orien-

tation. In the low condition of information exposure, it occurs among

those of low parent orientation. With voting likelihood, it goes both

rays. The citizen orientation is more effective in the high condition

of voting likelihood among those of low parent orientation, but more effec-

idve in the low condition of voting likelihood among those of high parent

orientation.

The difference in how the orientations interact with participatory

characteristics is of some interest. For information exposure, direct

participation, and interest in local affairs, the parent orientation

effects are greater in the high condition, while the citizen orientation

effects are greater in the low condition. The first tw,; are sizeable

discrepancies (about 35% and 30%, respectively).

It would appear that information exposure and direct participa-

tion are functional equivalents of the citizen orientation, in part at

least. Since this orientation is measured by a form of participation

(membership in organizations), the conclusion is easy to reach.
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Table 2.10 Communicators by Parent-Citizen Orientation and Direct

Participation in School Affairs.*

Per cent communicators among:

Joint orientation Low participation lUAL1211121Pati°n

High parent, high citizen 52% 65%

High parent, low citizen 15% 50%

Low parent, high citizen 21% 28%

Low parent, low citizen 6% 20%

*The subsamples on which these percentages are based are reported in

Table 2.9, Low participation was defined as scores of zero or one and

high participation as scores of two to four on a scale of four items,

reported in Appendix B.

Table 2.11 Communicators by Parent-Citizen Orientation and Efficacy.*

Per cent communicators among:

Joint orientation Low efficacy High efficacy

High parent, high citizen 64% 61%

High parents low citizen 38% 40%

Low parent, high citizen 22% 25%

Low parent, low citizen 6% 15%

*The subsamples on which these percentages are based are reported in

Table 2.9. Low efficacy was defined as scores of zero to three and

high efficacy as a score of four on a scale of four items, reported

in Appendix B.

Sledx {c4TWICAraZagkoa414Z4G1
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Table 2.12 Communicators by Parent-Citizen Orientation and Information
Exposure.*

Per cent communicators among:

Joint orientation None One exposure Two or more

High parent, high citizen 50% 60% 68%

High parent, low citizen 20% 43% 58%

Low parent, high citizen 23% 24% 26%

Low parent, low citizen 2% 5% 26%

*The subsamples on which these percentages are based are renorted in

Table 2.9. Information exposures were instances of non-conversational
acquisit1cn of school related information--from school board meetings,

social gatherings, public meetings, bulletins or pamphlets, television,

radio, or newspapers. Possible scores ranged from zero to seven.

Table 2.13 Communicators by Parent-Citizen Orientation and Interest

in Local Affairs.*

Joint orientation

High parent, high citizen

High parent, low citizen

Low parent, high citizen

Low parent, low citizen

Per cent communicators among:

Low interest

59%

27%

20%

5%

High interest

et%

48%

28%

15%

*The subsamples on which these percentages are based are reported

in Table 2.9. Low interest was defined as scores of zero or one
and high interest as scores of two or three on a three-item scale,

reported in Appendix B.

/Z.
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Table 2.14 Communicators by Parent-Citizen Orientation and

Interest in Non-Local Affairs.*

Per cent communicators among:

Joint orientation Low interest High interest

High parent, high citizen 51% 68%

High parent, low citizen 35% 43%

Low parent, high citizen 16% 32%

Low parent, low citizen 7% 12%

*The subsamples on which these percentages are based are reported

in Table 2.9. Low interest was defined as scores of zero or one

and high interest as scores of two or three on a scale of three

items, reported in Appendix B.

2.15 Communicators by Parent-Citizen Orientation and Voting

Likelihood.*

Per cent communicators among:

Joint orientation Low likelihood High likelihood

High parent, high citizen 64% 66%

High parent, low citizen 37% 52%

Low parent, high citizen 14% 26%

Low parent, low citizen 8% 6%

*The subsamples on which these percentages are based are reported

in Table 2.9. Low likelihood was defined as scores of zero to two

and high likelihood as a score of three on a three-item scale,

reported in Appendix B.

_........veNfmtlovoi'49417.150sW:61:MAIS.6047:7ZZeZ:Z.'2.3.
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Attitudinal Characteristics

It is an accepted fact that persons of extreme position, attitudin-

ally, are often strongly attached to their positions. By extension, there

is an expectation that these persons will be active advocates of their

positions. Here we shall look at this relationship between evaluation of

local schools and communicatory behavior.

Pride is a different kind of attitudinal characteristic. It

occurs toward valued objects--objects which would be expected to have a

Positive evaluation in the eyes of the proud. In this sense pride is

almost a participatory characteristic, representing a commitment of sorts.

Again, it is generally accepted that proud persons talk about their pride.

Vote preference is attitudinal in a different sense again. The

vote in favor of a financial issue is a vote more often in favor of the

value of education per se. This follows from both the parent orientation

and the citizen orientation, but primarily the former. The latter mast

see it as a societal investment.

Finally, we are concerned about the relationship between percep-

tions of the economic burden locally and communicatory behavior. Even

casual observation reveals ahard core" of, taxpayer interests in school

affairs.

Table 2.16 reports the relationships of each of these attitudinal

characteristics to the parent and citizen orientations. All are positively

related to the parent orientation, but only pride is of any magnitude.

Pride aad voting preference are slightly related to citizen orientation.

The three variable analyses for these characteristics and the two

orientations are reported in Tables 2.17 through 2.20.

Among those who are low on voting preference and of low citizen

orientation, the parent orientation makes a difference of 50% in
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Table 2.16, Characteristics of Original Sample Members
by Parent-Citizen Orientation.*

Attitudinal Low parent,

characteristic low citizen

Evaluation of local schools:

Low

Medium

High

51% (45)

34% (30)

7W Rig
Pride .,a4 local schools:'-

None

Some

Vote preference:**

Against issue

Don't know

For issue

Perceived economic

Poor

Good

Joint orientation:

Low parent, High parent, High parent,

high citizen low citizen high citizen
ACail

42%

ko%

18%

(53) 37% (32)

(50) 37% (32)

(23) 26% (22)

31%

48%

(38)

(59)

_Sg21
U227

58% (51) 55% (70) 43% (37) 25% (30)

44; (37) _125. (58) 5756 1.5.21 75% (92)

117% 177 isla% 7TEBT (87) 100% inIT

24% (20) 16% (20) 23% (20) 12% (14)

17% (14) 20% (26) 10% ( 9) 9% (1a)

_214 (49) 64% (81) E/ (58) 7", (95)

134g 115T 317Ig 73277 1:60-56 117 T120 7

condition:

66% (57) 59% (74) 52% (45) 56% (68)

.2211 1121 41% (52) 48% (42) 44% .121
icorx (87) I= (a26) zo Z87f l'Wo kuu

*Frequency distributions are given in parentheses following the percentages.
These frequencies are the bases to which the percentages in Tables 2.17
through 2.20 are computed. The attitudinal characteristics are also defined

in the respective tables.

**Several persons reported they would be ineligible to vote in the forth-
coming district election.

s.
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communicatory activity. Among those of high citizen orientation who have

a moderate evaluation of local schools, the parent orientation makes a

difference of 46%.

The effect of the citizen orientation on communicatory activity

is greatest among those who "don't know" how they are going to vote but

who have a high parent orientation.

None of the attitudinal characteristics has a very high independent

relationship with communicatory activity. A perception that economic condi-

tions are good averages about 6% with the criterion variable. Some pride

in an aspect of local schools averages about 5%.

Among those of low parent, low citizen orientation voting prefer-

ence does make a difference of 16%, but even under the optimum conditions

none of the attitudinal characteristics has much impact on communicatory

activity.

There is an important curvilinearity involving ;valuation of local

schools. Those of moderate opinion tend toward more communicatory activity.

This is found in the presence of both orientations and in the absence of

both, but not when only one is present.

If greater communicatory activity occurred only in the high parent,

high citizen condition, the situation might be more explicable. For then

we could simply conclude that highly involved persons have too much at

stake not to know both good and bad things about local schools, and have

too much investment not to talk about them. The difference among low

parent, low citizen orientation persons, although comparatively smaller,

does not yield to this explanation.

There is a different curvilinearity involving vote preference.

The "middle" category, those who "don't know" how they will vote in the
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forthcoMing financial election, has fewer communicators than either com-

mitted category.

Vote preference is the attitudinal characteristic which has the

greatest impact on the joint effect of the orientations. The joint

effect of the orientations is 17% higher among those who say they intend

to vote "no."

Vote preference and pride are the attitudinal characteristics

which, taken together with parent orientations account for the most vari-

ance in communicatory activity among this set of variables, Together,

vote preference and parent orientation account for about 42% of the

variance. Pride and parent orientation account for about 38%.

The joint effect of parent orientation and attitudinal charac-

teristics is little affected by the condition of the citizen orientation,

The joint effect of the parent orientation and pride, or of parent orien-

tation and perceived economic condition, is only somewhat higher among

those of high citizen orientation,

The attitudinal characteristic which, together with citizen orien-

tation best accounts for communicatory activity, is perceived economic

condition. -together they account for about 26% of the criterion variance.

That! joint effect is particularly evident among those of high parent

orientation,

Citizen orientation and vote preference are more effective as a

combination in the low parent condition than in the high parent condition,

Of the attitudinal characteristics, vote preference adds the most

to the two orientations in jointly accounting for communicatory activity.

The three together account for 63% of the variance. Vote preference, like

length of residence earlier, is able to sort out all the communicators

AWRY
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ftom among those of low parent, low citizen orientation. Only those "for"

the issue were communicators.

The tendency for each orientation to be more effective in the high

condition of the other is found to be particularly true for those whose

vote preference is for the issue and among those who perceive economic

conditions as being good.

Holding citizen orientation constant, the effect of the parent orien-

tation on communicatory activity is considerably greater among those with

low pride in the schools and among those whose vote preference is negative.

In the latter case, this holds primarily in the low citizen condition.

Holding parent orientation constant, there are no simple inter-

actions between citizen orientation and attitudinal characteristics with

reference to communicatory activity. However, the citizen orientation is

more effective in accounting for criterion variance among those whose vote

is favorable and those whose perception of economic conditions is favorable

--if the parent orientation is high in the former case and low in the latter

case. The citizen orientation is more effectivt, in the less favorable con-

dition of vote preference and perceived economic condition if the parent

orientation is low in the first instance and high in the second instance.

Table 2.17 Communicators by Parent-Citizen Orientation and Evaluation

of Local Schools.*

Per cent communicators among:

Joint orientation Low evaluation Medium ma
High parent, high citizen 42% 68% 52%

High parent, low citizen 41% 38% 41%

Low parent, high citizen 23% 22% 26%

Low parent,'low citizen 7% 13% 8%

*The subsamples on which thece percentages are based are reported in

Table 2.16. Low evaluation was defined as scores of zero or one, medium

as scores of two or three, and high evaluation as scores of four or five

on a scale of five itema, reported in Appendix B.
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Table 2.18 Communicators by Parent-Citizen Orientation and

Pride in Local Schools.*

Per cent communicators among:

Joint orientation Nolzyte

High parent, high citizen 60%. 63%

High parent, low citizen 38%

Low parent, high citizen 20% 29

Low parent, low citizen 4% 16%

Pride in schools

The subsamples on'which these percentages are based are reported in

.Table 2.16. Pride in schools was measured as the number of aspects of

local schools in which the respondent reported feeling a'sense of pride.

Table 2.19 Communicators by Parent-Citizen Orientation and

Vote Preference.*

.Per tent communicators-*among:

Joint orientation ...1022.811-sst......-le
Don't know For issue

High parent, high citizen, 64% 54% 63%

High parent, low citizen 50% 11% 40%

Low parent, high Citizen '20% 1974 27%

Low parent, low citizen . .0% 0% 16%

The subsamples on which these percentages are based are reported in

Table 2.16. Respondents'were asked their intended vote on the

forthcoming election issue.
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Table 2.20 Communicators by Parent-Citizen Orientation and

Perceived Economic Condition.*

Joint orientation

High parent, high citizen

High parent, low citizen

Low parent, high citizen

Low parent, low citizen

Per cent communicators among:

Poor condition Good condition

62% 64%

33% 45%

20% 29%

9% 10%

*The subsamples on which these percentages are based are reported in

Table 2.16. Poor conditions were defined as scores of zero to two and

good conditions as scores of three or four on a scale of four items,

reported in Appendix B.

In summsE

In distinguishing between communicators and noncommunicators,

the parent orientation accounts for 35% of the variance, the citizen

orientation accounts for 19% of the variance.

The parent orientation is most effective among persons whose

likelihood of voting is low and whose citizen orientation is high, and

among persons whose vote preference is "no" and whose citizen crienta-

tion is low.

The citizen orientation is most effective among persons whose

parent orientation is high, but who "don't know" how they will vote

in the forthcoming financial election.

Age and direct participation are the test variables most highly

related to parent orientation. Education and voting likelihood are the

most highly related to citizen orientation.
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The test variables with the highest independent relationships

to communicatory activity are information exposure, direct participa-

tion, and sex. These relationships are maximum among persons with

high parent, low citizen orientation.

Together the parent orientation and citizen orientation account

for 58% of the criterion variance. The effect of the joint orientation

is greater among those who intend to vote "no," those with high inter-

est in nonlocal affairs, those with a low sense of efficacy, and those

with more education.

Information exposure, sex, and voting likelihood combine most

effectively with parent orientation to account for communicatory activ-

ity. A low citizen orientation enhances the combination of parent

orientation and information exposure; a high citizen orientation

enhances the effectiveness of sex and parent orientation.

The same three variables combine most effectively with the

citizen orientation to account for criterion variance. All three' com-

binations are more effective among those with a high parent orientation.

The test variable which adds the most in combination with both

orientations is length of residence. The three tcgether account for

70% of the criterion variance.

In the low parent, low citizen condition, only those who

intended to vote "yes" and who were long-time residents were communi-

cators.

The effect of either orientation is enhanced in the presence

of the other. This tendency is greatest among younger persons, long-

time residents, and those less likely to vote.

Holding citizen orientation constant, the parent orientation

is more effective among those with more children, those who intend to



56

vote "no," and those with high information exposure. The second of

these holds largely for those with low citizen orientation.

The parent orientation is more effective among younger persons

and long-time residents if the citizen orientation is high, but more

effective among older persons and short-time residents if the citizen

oricatation is low. The parent orientation has more effect among

those more likely to vote if the citizen orientation is low, but more

effect among those less likely to vote if the citizen orientation is

high.

Holding parent orientation constant, the citizen orientation

is more effective among those with less information exposure, fewer

children, and less direct participation. A high parent orientation

enhances the last of these.

The citizen orientation is more effective among those with a

high interest in nonlocal affairs but more effective among those with

a low interest in local affairs.

The citizen orientation is more effective among yognger persons

and long-time residents if the parent orientation is high, but more

effective among older persons and short-time residents if the parent

orientation is low. The citizen orientation is more effective among

those more likely to vote if the parent orientation is low, but more

effective among those less likely to vote if the parent orientation

is high.

Without distorting the distributions of the locator variables,

we have been able to account for 70% of the criterion variance with

three variables, two of which are the orientations that represent our

best hypotheses as to the bases for communicatory activity about schools.



Chapter III

Twelve Dimensions of Informal Communication

In the preceding chapter, we were trying to distinguish com-

municators from noncommunicators. Our interest was in predicting who

talks about local schools by describing the factors which contribute

to the likelihood of a person talking about the schools. Now, in these

next five chapters, our interest is in communicators only. Our objec-

tive is to elaborate the conditions under which informal communication

about schools occurs.

We have studied twelve aspects of informal communicatory behavior.

These aspects fall into four areas: the scope of communication, the

initiative exercised in starting conversations, the direction of communi-

cation, and influence in informal communication.

In this and succeeding chapters, we shall examine each of these

four areas in turn. Each of the twelve aspects is taken as a criterion

variable, dichotomized at the median of its distribution. This allows

us to pursue tI same mode of analysis we followed in Chapter II. It

also minimizes any distortion that might result from using means when

a few persons vary greatly from their fellow communicators.

The communicators differ from those in our original sample.

Table 3.1 shows this difference. Most of the communicators are parents

of public school children or school people. The latter are Pnelyzed

separately, so that leaves us with only public school parents for

57
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extensive analysis. We also need to redefine the parent and citizen

orientations.

Table 3.1 Types of Respondents among Original Sample Members, among
Original Sample Communicators, and among All Communicators.

Proportion among:

Type of Original Original Sample All

1-22.221-11.22.1t.
atmEle Members Communicators Communicators

School people

Parents with child
in public school

Parents with child in
private school only

Parents with pre-
school age child only

Parents with post-
school age child only

Non-parents

.11

4% 7% 18%

36% 52% 63%

5% 7% 5%

8% 12% 4%

4

23% 10% 6%

24% 12% 4%

170g T00% UM
(N=464) (N=174) (N=922)

The "high" parent orientation is now defined as those public

school parents who are members of a local school organization (e.g.,

PTA) and who have the highest level of direct participation in school

affairs. This latter characteristic was observed in Chapter II to

have the highest relationship to the parent orientation as defined

there. Some 85% of public school parents were also members of a local

school group, so the additional characteristic was needed to efficiently
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dichotomize the communicator group on this orientation.

The °high" citizen orientation was more simply redefined. The

index is again membership in nonschool organizations. Now, however, the

dichotomization point is moved up, to between one membership and two or

more memberships.

Before we take up our mode of analysis, we shall contrast the

communicatory behavior of all public school parents with other categories

of citizens -- school people, nonparents, and parents of private school,

preschool, and post - school. children.- Having shown these differences, we

shall then introduce additional variables only for public school parents

and school people. The other subgroups have too few cases for this anal-

ysis. They return to play a further part in our analy6es in Chapter 7111.

The Twelve Dimensions

In the area of scope, we have three variables. First, there is

the total amount of informal communication behavior,,measured as the

number of conversations held by the respondent in the period prior to

the election. Dicotomization at the median gives a definition of a

"high" communicator as one who engaged in three or more conversations.

The second scope variable is diversity of topics. The measure is

the number of different topics discussed by the respondent in all of his

conversations. The topics are: school financial election, school costs,

child's school work, courses given or needed, student services, sports,

redistricting problems, special programs or events, school building

needs, teacher quality, quality of school leadership, teaching methods,

student accomplishments, student behavior, PTA activities, and a miscel-

lany category. A "high" communicator is defined as one who conversed on
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three or more topics.

The third scope variable is diversity of conversants, measured

by the number of different kinds of persons talked to from this list:

family members, neighbors, coworkers, friends, school people, and PTA

members. A "high" communicator is defined as one who talked with two or

more types of persons.

The average number of conversations among all communicators was

2.4; the average number of topics was 2.7; and, the average number of

conversant types was 2.0.

A conversation begins with an initiator either seeking or giving.

Our respondent could find himself in one of four conditions of initiative

in any given conversation. The number of conversations in which a given

condition occurred for the respondent is the measure of this aspect of

initiative for him:

R gives: the respondent initiated the conversation by giving

someone else an opinion or item of information;

R seeks: the respondent initiated the conversation by asking

someone else for an opinion or item of information;

R is given: the conversation is initiated by someone else

giving the respondent an opinion or item of information; and

R is sought: The conversation is initiated by someone else

asking the respondent for his opinion or for an item of information.

Eadh of these four criterion variables of initiative was dichot-

omized such that a "high" communicator participated in one or more

conversations initiated in the manner described.
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The average number of conversations initiated by the respondent

giving was .74; the same average holds for conversations initiated by R

being given. Similarly the averages for both R seeks and R. is sought

were about .46. Slight differences occur because both conversants for

a conversation may not have been interviewed, or because of multiple

conversants.

Direction

We stipulated an ordered set of categories which define direction

of communication. These categories are ranked according to the assumed

possession of information about schools. The categories from highest to

lowest presumed knowledge about schools are: school people, parents of

children in public school, parents of preschool children, parents of

chi3dren in private school, parents of postschool children, and non-

parents.

Three aspects of direction were measured. Conversations with

someone within the same category is defined as horizontal. Its measure

was the number of conversations of that type. Dichotomization was

between one and two conversations of that type. Dichotomization was

between one and two conversations, "high" communicators having two or

more horizontal conversations.

A conversation with someone higher in the ordering is considered

to be in a _Alta.3..uRvez direction, with someone lower it is considered

ry...11,01,..m.doel. Both measures were of the number of conversations, with

dichotomization between those with no such conversations and those with

at /east one.

The average number of horizontal conversations among communicators

was 1.8. Both vertical up and vertical down conversations averaged .389
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again with slight discrepancies because of uninterviewed and multiple

conversants.

Inflama

Dimensions of influence attempts and influence sucpesses were

assessed from the reLmstructed conversations. An attempt is defined as

the presentation by the respondent of an opinion not previously exprepsed

in the conversation. The success of an attempt is defined as the explicit

agreement to tke expressed opinion by the other conversant. In the

application of both definitions, coder reliability exceeded .900

The measure of influence attempts is the number of conversations

in which the respondent attempted to influence someone, dichotomized

between one and two attempts. Influence success is measured as the

number of conversations in which the respondent was judged successful,

dichotomized between zero and one successes.

The average number of conversations in which an influence attempt

was made was 1.4, the average number of convtrsations containing

successful attempts was .6 per communicator.

These twelve dimensions represent four areas that to now have

enjoyed most of the theoretical attention paid the flow of information

and influence. The relevance of each area to this theoretical concern

will be indicated in the appropriate chdpters.

Communicator Differences

Of those persons lacking archild in public school who do talk

to someone about the local schools, some show as much scope of informal

communication as public school parents. Table 3.2 reports our findings
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for the three aspects of scope.

Table 3.2 Scope of Informal Communication by Type of Respondent.*

Type of Total

respondent conversations Topics Conversants

School people (N=15I) 51% 53% 65%

Parents with child
in public school (N=496) 39% 49% 63%

Parents with child in
private school only (N=37) 38% 49% 59%

Parents with pre-school
age child only (N=31) 13% 45% 48%

Parents with post-school
age child only (N=31) 23% 26% 26%

Nonparents (N=30) 20% 30% 33%

*Percentages are of °high° communicators who engaged in three or more

total conversations, who conversed on three or more topics, and who

conversed with two or more types of persons.

We find that parents of children in private school, if they talk

at all about local schools, are very much like parents of children in

public school--with regard to scope of conversations.

School people who are communicators--almost absent in the

original sample but now numerous among referrals--show more scope in

all its aspects than any other group.

Parents of preschool age children are in both camps. They are

low on total conversations, but on topics and conversants are clearly

higher than nonparents of postschool children.

Table 3.3 gives the results for aspects of initiative. As
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reported earlier, a conversation is more likely to begin with a respondent

giving or being given inf*meion or opinion than for it to begin with

someone seeking or being sought.

Table 3e3 Initiative in Informal Communication by Type of Respondent.*

Type of
respondent

School people

Aspect of initiative:

A gives R seeks R is given

56% 29% 59% /46%

Parents with child
in public school 53% 35% 54 33%

Parents with child in
private school only 38% 41% 51% 30%

Parents with pre-school
age child only 42% 23% 48% 23%

Parents with post-school
age child only 48% 32% 42% 13%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators who participated in one or more

conversations initiated in the .lanner specified (e.g., a gives: the

respondent gave an opinion or some information to the other conversant).

Two exceptions occur in groups of small size. Parents of private

school children are relatively low on starting conversations by giving.

Nonparents show a similar lack of this aspect of initiative--although

in their case the fact that they are sought comparatively often is a

more provocative difference.

School people are highest on three of the aspects, but are

relatively low on R seeks. There is a question of adequate group size

in assigning importance to the difference between school people and
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public school parents. The latter is_ particularly notable given the

opposite findings on other aspects of initiative.

To some extent the lack of R seeks among school people is high.

lighted by the relatively high proportion of school people sought for

information or opinion. Even so, there seem many lost opportunities

for school people to show interest in other people's opinions by

soliciting them informally, i.e., starting conversations in this manner.

As we shall see in Chapter VIII, the effort is worth making.

Theaack of parents of post-school children who are sought is

of some note. It it widely observed that educational discussions are

never at loss for experts; everyone has had educational experience.

It .appears that an Assignment of expertness is not extended to these

parents for thir experience with achild's education.

Horizontal communication-conversation with persons like one

self--is a distinctive characteristic, of public school parents, as

shown in Table 3.4. Their amount of horizontal communication outstrips

that:-of school people, who had been found to have more scope of

communication gdherally.
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Table 3.4 Direction of Informal Communication by Type of Respondent*

Type of

MERMAZEL Horizontal Vertical um Vertical down

School people 51% ** 66%

Parents with child
in public school

Parents with child in
private school only

61%

33%

Parents with pre-school
age child only 19%

Parents with post-school
age child only 16%

Nonparents 23%.

29%

57%

84%

61%

67% **

*Percentages are of "high" communicators who engaged in two or more con-

versations with conversants of the same type, who engaged in one or more

conversations with conversants of a higher type, and who engaged in one

or more conversations with conversants of a lower type. The heirardhy

of conversant Wes is given in this table; thUs school people could

have no vertical up conversations and nonparents could have no vertical

down conversations (indicated by **)..

Since the dichotomization point for vertical up and vertical

down conversations is between zero and any, we can talk about the

proportions of persons who had any vertical conversations, as well as

the proportions of persons with "high" communicatory activity. Accord-

ing to our definition of direction, parents of public school children

could have a vertical up conversation only with a school person; 29%

of them did report one or more. They could have had a vertical down

conversation with any of four types of persons; only 18% reported that

they did.

For the four groups at the lower end of the order, the
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direction is heavily influenced by the large public school parent group.

Relatively, they show more vertical up communication, toward this large

group, than horizontal or vertical dawn communication.1

The current, so to speak, is toward the middle from both sides.

School people show more vertical down than horizontal conversations --

again relatively speaking. {In total numbers, school people report

271 horizontal conversations and 177 vertical down conversations.)

With respect to scope, parents of preschool children and of

private school children who were communicators acted much like public

school parents. This was not the case for initiative or direction.

With regard to influence, some new discrepancies appear. Table 3.5

reports this data.

Communicators with a child og preschool age or in private

school were less likely than public school parents or school people

to attempt to influence another person. But their successes equaled

those of public school parents and school people, giving them abetter

rate of success.

Comparatively, public school parents enjoyed a better record

of success than school people, considering the difference in attempts.

1The relative differences do not take into account the differences in

°available" conversants. Most communicators are either public school

parents or school people. Table D.1 in Appendix D shows the direction
of conversations adjusted for the Lumber of communicators above and
below the category of the respondent. With this adjustment, each

category shows more horizontal conversations. However, there is no

11...=24 reason to restrict the conversants to those who do communicate
with someone about the schools. Anyone ca_ n communicate --or be

comminicated with.
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Table 3.5 Influence in Informal. Communication by Type of Respondent*

Type of
respondent

School people

Parents with child
in public school

Parents with child in
private school only

Parents with pre-school
age child only

Attempts

50%

Successes

40% 43%

46%

26% 45%

Parents with post-school
age child only 26%

Nonparents 20%

16%

21%

*Percentages are of "high', communicators who engaged in two or more

conversations in which they attemptra to influence their conversant,

and who engaged in one or more conversations in which they succeeded

in influencing their conversant.

In the four chapters that follow, we shall be examining the

communicatory behaviors of public school parents and school people..

the former in four subgroups_,according to parent and citizen orien-

tations. All five groups are successively viewed at several levels

of another variable. Demographic characteristics, participatory

characteristics, and attitudinal characteristics previously used are

used again.

Tables 3.6, 3.7, and 3,8 report the distributions of these

communicator characteristics foxthe parent and citizen orientations

and school people. The relationships between the orientations and

these characteristics are helpful in locating communicators of a



given joint orientation.

In Table 3.6, we see that among the demographic variables,

sex and length of residence. are most highly related to the parent

orientation. Those high on part orientation are more likely to be

females and long time residents.

Education and sex are the demographic variables most highly

related to citizen orientation.. Those high do citizen orientation are

more likely to be males end.- persons with some college education.

Few males are found in-the high parent, low citizen orien-

tation. The male communicators are most frequently low parent, high

citizen orientation.

School people show more male communicators than any public

school parent group. The age distribution is generally comparable.

Their education is much higher on the average, as would be expected

if the professional members of the staff were the communicators.

Education is not used as a locator variable among school

people because of the few persons comparable to the public school

parents low on education.

School people have fewer children, largely because many have

none at all. This variablo,gives a kind of "parent orientation"

measure for school people..

The length of residence for school people communicators is

comparable to the average for public school parents.
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Table 3.6 Demographic Characteristics of Communicators for School People
and for Parent-Citizen iDrientations.*

Demographic
characteristic

Sex:

Male

Female

Age:

40 yrs. or more

20-39

Education:

Joint orientation:

Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent, School '

low citizen high citizen low citizen high citizen people

25% (28)

75% (85)

100% OTT

40% 0+9)

60% .(73)
100% 71775-

9% ( 9) 21% (33)

91% (94) 79% (124)
77777 100, (157)

1+6% (

54% (81)

100% (151)

43% (49) 53% (65) 41% (43) 50% (78) 52% (79)

57% (64) 471% (57) 59% (61) 50% (79) 48% (72)

100% 7135 100% 777 757 (104) 1z) -757 1000A 757.

High school or less 42%

Some college or more58%

(47) 21% (26) 44%

(66) 79% (96) 56%
100% 7117 1.00 7757

(46) 22% (34) 4%

(58) 78% (121) 96%

p.04) 100% 757 100%

No. of children:

One or two** 43% (48) 44% (53) 46% (47)

Three or more 57% (63) 56% (68) 54% (57)

077.1 100% T121 7 "15 77575"

36% (56)

64% (100)
100% 0156)

( 6)

.G145)

7775;

69% (103)

31% (47)

.-Loq 75.0

Length of residence:

Nine yrs. or less 59% (67) 45% (55) 34% (35) 50% (78) 43% (64

Ten yrs. or more 41% (46) 55% (67) 66% (69) 50% (79) 57% (85)

100%775 175407777 100 4 (104) 1750% 1777 17777

*Frequency distributions are given in parentheses following the percentages.
These frequencies are the bases to which the percentages in Tables 42 through
4.6, 4.14, 5.2 through 5.6, 5.14, 6.2 through 6.6, 6.14, 7.2 through 7.6, and

7.14 are computed. Frequencies vary somewhat because of nonascertained data.

**Zero, one, or two for school people.
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Among the participation variables shown in Table 3.7 information

exposure and interest in local affairs are most highly related to the

parent orientation. Voting likelihood and information exposure are most

highly related to the citizen orientation.

We shall not be able to use voting likelihood as a test variable

among communicators. Communicators are all quite likely to vote. Only

low parent, low citizen orientation communicators show much sign of not

voting.-even when, as here, the dichotomization on voting likelihood

is as high as it can be set.

With one exception, all participation variables show a positive

relation with both orientations. The exception is the relationship

between parent orientation and interest in nonlocal affairs among

communicators whose citizen orientation is low. The low parent, low

citizen orientation person is relatively high on interest in nonlocal

affairs.

The relatively small subgroup of high parent, low citizen

orientation persons with high interest in nonlocal affairs emerges as

an important locus of influence flow in subsequent chapters. Al]. 21

of these persons are females.

School people have the same high level of efficacy as high

parent orientation persons of either citizen orientation. Their

information exposure is on a par with those of high parent, high

citizen orientation. Their interest in local affairs is somewhat

less than that of the high parent, high citizen orientation -.but their

interest in nonlocal affairs is greater. Like the parents, school

people are generally likely to vote.
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Table 3.7 Participatory Characteristics of Communicators for School People
and for Parent-Citizen Orientations.*

Joint orientation:

Participatory Low parent, Low Parent, High parent, High parent, School

characteristics** low citizen iiiia:121.tizen low citizen high citizen ,peole.

Efficacy:

Low 40% (1+5) 33% (40) 26% (27) 23% (36) 21% (31)

High 60% (68) 67% (81) 74% (77) 77% (121) 79% (118)

100% 117 177 (121) 100 3104) 100 797 757 1157
Information exposure;

Zero to two 55% (62) 41% (50) 32% (34)

Three or more 45% (51) 59% (72) 68% (70)

7777 77727 7557 (1fl4)

25% (40)

75% (117)
100% (157)

Interest in local affairs;

Low 58% (66) 52% (63) 46% (1+7) 36% (56) 45% (68)

High 42% (47) 48% (58) _54% (56) 64% (101) 55% (83)

100% 177 i707°0 7E7 1000 77737 70070 (157) 1730% 7517

Interest in nonlocal affairs:

Low 65% (73) 73% (88) 80% (82) 60% (94) 53% (80)

High 35% (40) 27% (33) 20% (21) 40% (63) 47% (70)

7670 7737 1757 777 77)(77 757 100% 157 77 737
Likelihood of voting:***

Low 26% (26) 10% (11) 13% (12) 6% (9) 10% (10-1

High 71+% (71+) 90% (95) 87% (81) 91+% (135) 90%-- (97)

575700 1757 10070 1757 770700 777 1500 (144) 167 (108)

*Frequency distributions are given in parentheses following the percentages.
These frequencies are the bases to which the percentages in Table 4.7 through

4.10, 4.15, 5.7 through 5.10, 5.159 6.7 through 6.10, 6.15, 7.7 through 7.10,

and 7.15 are computed.

**Low efficacy was defined as scores of zero to three and high efficacy as a

score of four on a scale of four items; Low interest in local and nonlocal
affairs was defined as scores of zero to two and high interest as a score of

three on scales of three items; low likelihood of voting was defined as

scores of zero to two and high likelihood as a score of three on a three
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item scale. All scales are reported in Appendix B.

***This index was based on previous voting behavior, resulting in fewer

cases where ineligibility was. reported. With so few cases of low
likelihood, no further tables are reported utiliving this variable.

Table 3.8 records that all attitudinal variables are positively

related to both orientations. Among those high on either orientation,

the attitude is more favorable.

Pride is most highly correlated with parent orientation, followed

by vote preference. The same two are most highly correlated with citizen

orientation, but in reverse order.

With vote preference as with voting likelihood, most communicators

are of one kind. Here they expect to vote for the issue in their

community. This too we shall not be able to use as a test variable.

The school people are.more favorable on each attitudinal

characteristic than the most favorable of the public school parent

group. The difference on pride is only slight in comparison to those

of high parent, high citizen orientation.

No school person said he would vote against the forthcoming

issue in his district.
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Table 3.8 Attitudinal Characteristics of Communicators for Schcol People
and for Parent-Citizen Orientations.*

Attitudinal
characteristics**

Joint orientation:

Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent, School
Low citizen High citizen Low citizen Hiah citizen z921.2

Evaluation of local schools

Low 30%

Medium Lo%

High 30%

(33) 20% (24)

(44) 51% (62)

(34) 29% (35)

23%

44%

33%
7.57 1777.1. 1O0% 7E7 ]700/

Pride:

. Low 63%

High 37%

Vote preference***

(23) 26%

(44) 32%

{33) 42

10026(100)

(71) 56% (68) 52% (54) 45%

(.42) 44% (54) 48% (50) 55%

(41) 11% (16)

(50) 29% (42)

(65) 60% (89)

1757 10026 (147)

(71) 44% (66)

(86) 56% (85)

100%777 177775777 77711757 1763 (157) 100 (151)

Against issue 17% (19) 7%

Don't know 7% ( 8) 3%

For issue 76% (86) 90%

( 8) 6% (6) 4% ( 6)

( 4) 3% ( 3) 2% ( 3)

(110) 91% (93) 94% (146)
777E57 157 (122) 1757 (102) lom 1757

Perceived economic conditions:

Poor 48% (54) 43% (52) 43% (44) 36% (56)

Good .21 (59) 57% (70) 57% (58) 64% (99)

l00% 113 17757 (122) 7757 (102) 100%777

*Frequency distributions are given in parentheses following -the- percentages.
These frequencies are the bases to which percentages in Tables 4,11 through
4.13, 4.16, 5.11 through 5.13, 5.16, 6.11 through 6.13, 6.16, 7.11 through
7.13, and 7.16 are computed.

**Low evaluation of local schools was defined as scores of zero or one?
medium evaluation as scores of two or three, and high evaluation as scores
of four or five on a five item scale; low pride was defined as zero or one
instances of reported pride and high pride as two or more instances; poor
perceived economic conditions was defined as scores of zero to two and good
conditions as scores of three or-four on a four item scale. All scales
are reported in Appendix B.

----P.......uuiwzwzw,qA,R.mgZSZaam;v4,v,,Z4r7;;;a.7,74=WlaeMMNWnxgaw'wlg
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***A few cases were lost because several communicators reported they

were ineligible to vote in the forthcoming election. No further

tables utilizing this variable are reported because of the small numbers

of communicators who were against the issue.

In Summary

As a group, communicators contain more public school parents

and school people than the general adult population. The incidence of

school people among informal communicators is particularly high,

considering their relative frequency in the population.

Twelve variables have been measured as aspects of four areas of

informal communication behavior: scope (total, topics, conversants);

initiative (giving, being given, seeking, being sought); direction

(horizontal, vertical up,-vertical down); and influence (attempts,

successes).

School people who do talk about local schools informally show

more scope than any other .-group. They show more initiative of all kinds

but one; seeking. This last finding is suggestive, given that school

people attempt to influence more than other groups, but succeed less

often.

Communicator characterist!'s most highly related to the parent

orientation among public school parents are information exposure, sex,

and interest in local affairs. Those characteristics most highly

related to the citizen orientation are education, sex, and voting

likelihood. The parent orientation draws on females, the citizen

orientation draws on males.



Chapter IV

Scope of .Infernal Communication

We have viewed scope of informal communication in three aspects:

total conversation during the period preceding the election, total

topics covered in those conversations, and total Lypes of persons with

whom conversations were held. -

If we take communicatory activity to be an expression of

interest in school affairs, the same variables which distinguish between

communicators and noncommunicators shculd also distinguish between amounts

of communicatory activity.- Further, we shall be able to see later if there

is a relationship between total conversations and form of initiative. If

activity is primarily due to interest in school affairs, the more active

should take the initiative more often than not in starting conversations,

and also during the course of the conversations.

Both scope of topics and scope of conversants might be related

to the individuals s ability to influence others. The wider the range of,

topics and persons for an individual, the more likely he may succeed in

influencing a given person in a given situation. We shall see in Chapter

VIII there is correlation between influence success and these aspects of

scope.

In this chapter, we look at the kinds of persons who engage in

more or less scope of communication behavior. Our viewpoint still follows

the two orientations, parent and citizen. Our objective is to show some

of the conditions under which scope of communication varies by
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contrasting those persons .with different amounts of gftnpA.

We begin by showing the relationships of the two orientations

to each aspect of scope, in Table 401

Table 4.1 Scope of Infommal Communication by Parent Orientation, by

Citizen Orientation, and by Parent-Citizen Orientation

Total

Orientation Conversations Topics Conversants

Parent:

High (N=261) 45% 56% 68%

Low (N=235) 33% 41% 58%

Citizen:

High (N=279) 43% 52% 68%

Low (N=217) 34% 57%

Joint orientation:

High parent, high citizen (N 157) 47% 57% 71%

High parent, low citizen= -(N=104) 41% 53% 63%

Low parent, high citizen (N =122) 39% 46% 64%

Low parent, low citizen <N=113) 27% 36% 52%

*Percentages are of high communicators as defined in Table 3.2 High
parent orientation is defined by membership in a parent group and

by a score of four on the four item direct participation scale. High

citizen orientation is defined by membership in two or more nonsolool

organizations.

The parent orientation accounts for 12% of the variance in

total conversations, for 15% of the variance in scope of topics, and

for 10% of the variance in scope of conversants.

The citizen orientation accounts for 9% of the variance in

total conversations, for 8% of the variance in topics, and for 11%

of the variance in conversants.
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It is possible that the citizen orientation, measured as organi-

zational memberships, affords per se a broader range of conversants

talkiAg about the schools.- If this is the case, then it must be that

school persons are also members of those organizations, because most of

the conversant scope of parents is represented by conversations with school

people. (See Table 3.41 contrast vertical up with vertical down.)

It is evident in the relative sizes of the joint orientation

groups that there is some correlation now between the two orientation

measures. A disproportionate number fall into the high parent, high

citizen group. One result of this is to make the joint effect of the

two orientations slightly lower than the sum of the individual effects.

Together, the two orientations account for 20% of the variance

in total conversations, for 21%-of the variance in scope of topics, and

for 19% in the variance of scope of conversants.

Each orientation is more effective in accounting for any aspect

of scope in the low condition of the other orientation. This contrasts

with their interactive effect relative to any communicatory activity,

reported in Chapter II, where each was more effective in the high

condition of the other.

Demographic Characteristics

Tables 4.2 through 4.6 report the three variable analysis in

Waving demographic characteristics of the communicators. Some analyses

for sex have been omitted because of insufficient cases in one of the

cells (only nine males were of high parent, low citizen orientation).

The most favorable conditions for the effectiveness of the
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parent orientation in accounting for the various aspects of scope are

21% accounted for in total- conversations among those with lour education

and low citizen orientation;. 28% accounted for in topics among those with

low education and low citizen orientation; and 24% accounted for in con-

versants among those low in education but of high citizen orientation.

Optimum conditions- for the effectiveness of the citizen orien-

tation are 23% accounted for in-total conversations among males of low

parent orientation; 20% accounted for in topics among long time residents

who are low on parent orientation; and 19% accounted for in conversants

among those of low parent orientation who are either miles or short

time residents.

The demographic characteristics which have the highest indepen-

dent relationship with aspects of scope are sex and age. Sex accounts

for about 16% of total conversations, age for about 15%. Sex accounts

for about 11% of topics, while age accounts for about 8%. Age accounts

for about 10% of conversants, while sex accounts for 7%.

For total conversations, sex has its greatest effect among

those of low parent, low citizen orientation. For scope of topics, it

has greater impact among those of high parent, high citizen orientation.

Age has its greatest impact- on scope of conversants among those of

high parent, low citizen orientation.

Males of low parent, high citizen orientation show an unusually

high degree of scope of conversants, going against the average trend

toward females having more scope of conversants.1

1This interaction is remarked upon here because the missing cell
precludes its appearance in the format being followed.
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Only one demographic nharacteristic affects the join contribution

of the two orientations on total conversations. This is number of children.

The joint effect of the two orientations is greater among those with

more children.

For scope of topics, the joint effect of the orientations varies

by education, length of residence, and sex. The joint effect of the two

orientations on the scope of topics is greater among those of less

education, among those who are long time residents of the community,

and among females.

For scope of conversants, education and length of residence

affect the joint effect of the orientations. The joint effect of the

two orientations is greater on scope of conversants among those of

less education and among short-time residents.

Age is the demographic variable, which combined with parent

orientation, accounts for the most variance in total conversations.

For scope of topics, the demographic variable is education; and for

scope of conversants, it is-age .again.

The joint effect of the parent orientation and education on

scope of topics is particularly evident among those of low citizen

orientation.

Sex is the demographic characteristic which, together with

citizen orientation, best accounts for total conversations and

scope of topics. For scope of conversants, the characteristic is age.

We do not have the data to show whether the joint effects of

citizen orientation and sex vary by parent orientation, but we do know

that the joint effect of age and citizen orientation on scope of

conversants is unaffected by level of parent orientation.
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The joint effect of the two orientations on total conver-

sations was 20% of the variance accounted for. Adding sex, the amount

of variance accounted for is 36%.

For scope of topics, the two orientations alone accounted for

21 % of the variance. Adding age, the percentage increases to 33%.

For scope of conversants, the two orientations alone accounted

for 19% of the variance. With sex added, the total variance accounted

for is 27%.

The general tendency is for each orientation to have more

effect on criterion variables of scope in the low condition of the

other orientation. There are several exceptions to this. Among those

of less education and among older people the orientations have more

effect on scope of conversants in the high condition of each other.

The tendency for each orientation to be more effective in

the low condition of the other is particularly evident for total

conversations and conversants among younger people. It is also evident

for total conversations among those with fewer children and for scope

of conversants among those with more education and among short time

residents.

Holding citizen orientation constant, the parent orientation

is much more effective in accounting for all aspects of scope among

those with less education. For scope of topics, the parent orientation

is more effective among younger persons and among those with more

children. For scope of conversants, the parent orientation is more

effective among short time residents.

The parent orientation has more effect on total conversations
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among younger persons when the citizen orientation is low. It also

affects scope of conversants more among the young people when the

citizen orientation is low. The parent orientation affects total

conversations more among older people if citizen orientation is high.

It affects total conversations more among those with fewer children

if the citizen orientation is low.

For scope of conversants9 the parent orientation is more

effective among older persons and those with less education when the

citizen orientation is high, and among short time residents when the

citizen orientation is low.

Holding parent orientation constant, the effect of the citizen

orientation on total conversations is greater among those with more

children and those with more education. The effect of the citizen

orientation on scope of topics is greater among long time residents

in the community, among older persons, those with less education,

and those with fewer children.

For scope of conversants the effect of the citizen orientation

is greater in the low condition of all the demographic variables,

particularly number of children.

For total conversations, the citizen orientation is more

effective among younger persons when the parent orientation is low,

and more effective among those with more children when the parent

orientation is high.

With respect to scope of conversants9 the citizen orientation

is more effective among older persons and those with less education

when the parent orientation is high. The citizen orientation is more

effective among short time residents when the parent orientation is low.
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Table 4.2 Scope of Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen

Orientation and Sex.*

Aspect of

2222212IE

Joint orientation:

Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,

low citizen high citizen low citizen high citizen

Total conversations:

Male 14% 37% ** 36%

Female 32% 40% 43% 50%

Topics:

Male 36% 45% ** 45%

Female 36% 47% 56% 60%

Conversants:

Male

Female

46% 65% ** 61%

54% 53% 66% 73%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.2,

by joint orientation and sex.

**Only nine males held this joint orientation, so the percentage is

not given.

Table 4.3 Scope of Informal, Communication by Parent-Citizen

Orientation and Age.*

Joint orientation:

Aspect of Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,

scope/age low citizen high citizen low citizen high citizen,

Total conversations:

40 .yrs. or more 22% 28% 31% 42%

20-39 yrs. 31% 51% 48% 52%

Topics:

40 yrse or more 29% 48% 44% 53%

20-39 yrs. 42% 44 59% 62%

Conversants:

40 yrs. or more 49% 58% 52% 68%

20-39 yrs. 55% 70% 70% 73%

*Percentages are of "high communicators, as defined in Table 3.2, by

joint orientation and age.



Table 404 Scope of Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen Orien-
tation and Education.*

Aspect of

Joint orientation:

Low parent, Low parent9 High parent9 High parent,

scope /education low citizen high citizen low citizen hiskcitizen

Total conversations:

High school or less 19% 27% 40% 38%

Some college + 33% 42% 41% 49%

Topics:

High school or less 26% 42% 54 62%

Some college + 44% 47% 52% 56%

Conversants:

High school or less 49% 58% 64% 82%

Some college + 55% 66% 64% 67%

*Pereemtages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.2 by

joint orientation and education.

Table 4.5 Scope of Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen Orien=
tation and Number of Children.*

Aspect of

Joint orientation:

Low parent9 Low parent9 High parent, High parent9

scope/children low citizen highltbizen low citizen high citizen

Total conversations:

1 or 2 25% 32% 43% 38%

3 + 29% 43% 36% 52%

Topics:

1 or 2 35% 51% 51% 57%

3 + 36% 41% 54 57%

Conversants:

1 or 2 48% 66% 57% 75%

3 + 54% 62% 68% 68%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3029 by
joint orientation and number of children.
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TOle 4.6 Scope of Informal...Communication by Parent-Citizen

Orientation and Length of Residence. *

Joint orientation:

Aspect-of Low parent, Low. parent, High parent, High parent,

scope/residence low citizen high citizen low citizen high citizen

Total conversations:

9 yrs. or less 28% 44% 43% 49%

10 yrs. or more 26% 34% 40% 46%

Topics:

9 yrs or less 42% 44 57% 56%

10 yrs or more 28% 48% 51% 58%

Conversants 4

9 yrs. or less 46% 65% 66% 73%

10 yrs. or more 61% 62% 62% 68%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.2,

by joint orientation and length of residence.

Particiukmgtgracteristics

We have lost two participatory characteristics from Chapter II.

Direct participation is now part of the measure of parent orientation.

Voting likelihood is so uniformly high among communicators that it

no longer discriminates effidiently (See Chapter III).

Efficacy, inforkation exposure, interest in local affairs,

and interest in nonlocal affairs remain. Table 4.7 through 4.10 report

the three variable analyses involving these char

The effect of the parent orientation on total conversations

is increased to 46% among thbse Persons who have a high interest in

nonlocal,aifairs and a low citizen orientation,,

4

.4
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For scope of topics, the effect of the parent orientation goes

to 33% .mong those with low information exposure and low citizen orien-

tation. For scope of conversants, its effect goes to 31% among those

with a high interest in nonlocal affairs and low citizen orientation.

The effect of the citizen orientation on total conversations

increilses to 22% among those with low information exposure and low

parent orientation. Similarly, for scope of topics, a 24% difference

occurs among those of low information exposure and low parent orientation.

For scope of conversantsp.the citizen orientation has its

greatest effect when the person has a low sense of efficacy and a

low parent orientation. The effect there is 27% of the variance

accounted for.

Interest in nonlocal affairs has the highest independent relation-

ship of any participatory characteristic with total conversations

averaging about 14%. None of the participatory characteristics

have much of a relationship with scope of topics. Interest in local

affairs is highest, averaging about 6%.

For scope of conversants,,several of the participatory

characteristics have negative relationships. Efficacy and information

exposure are both negatively related to scope of conversants. Interest

in local affairs has the highest positive relationship with scope of

conversants averaging about 5%. -

The relationship betWeen- interest in nonlocal affairs and

scope of total conversations-is greatest among those of high parent,

low citizen orientation. Among these persons, interest in nonlocal

affairs accounts for 38% of the variance in total conversations.

Interest in local affairs, which has the highest positive
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relationship with scope of topics and scope of conversants, is most

effective in both cases among those of low parent, low citizen

orientation.

It appears, then, that interest in local affairs is a functional

equivalent for at least one of the two orientations. It taps an interest

in talking about a variety of topics with a variety of conversants that

nu measures of parent and citizen orientation only partially encompass.

The negative relationship observed between efficacy and scope

of conversants is most pronounced among those of low parent, high

citizen orientation, where there is a negative relationship of 19%.

The joint effect of the two orientations on total conversations

is most pronounced among those with high interest in nonlocal affairs.

For scope of topics, the joint effect of the two orientations

is greatest among those with low exposure to information and those with

low interest in local affairs.

The two orientations have their greatest joint effect on scope

of conversants among.,those with a low interest in local affairs and

among those with a low sense of efficacy.

These last two findings reinforce our inference above that

interest in local affairs is,a functional equivalent for at least one of

the two orientations in accounting for scope of topics and conversants.

Interest in nonlocal affairs is the participatory characteristic

that best combines with parent orientation in accounting for any aspect

of scope. Together they account for 3i of total conversations, 20%

of topics, a.id 16% of conversantsa

For all aspects of scope, interest in local affairs is the next

best participatory characteristic for combination with parent orientation
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in accounting for variance with aspects of scope.

The combination of parent orientation and interest in nonlocal

affairs is most effective in accounting for variance in all aspects of

scope when the citizen orientation is low.

Information exposure, when added to the two orientations, gives

the best three variable predictor-,of total conversations and scope of

topics. For scope of conversants, interest in local affairs adds the

most to the two orientations in accounting for the criterion variable.

In the light of this last finding, interest in local affairs

might not be regardcd solely as a functional equivalent of the orien=

tations in accounting for scope of conversants. But it can be seen in

Table 4.9 that its additive effect to the orientations occurs entirely

among those of low parent, low citizen orientation°

Each orientation is more effective in accounting for total

conversations in the high condition of the other orientation among

those persons who are high on information exposure or high on interest

in local affairs, even though the general tendency is for each orientation

to be more effective in the low condition of the other orientation.

With respect to scope of topics, there are also several conditions under

which each orientation is more effective in the high condition of the

other. Among those people with a- high sense of efficacy and those

persons with a high degree of information exposure, this occurs.

The more general tendency'of each orientation to be more

effective in the low condition of the other with respect to aspects of

scope is found with regard to total conversations to occur among those

with low information exposure, low interest in local affairs, but high

interest in nonlocal affairs.
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For scope of topics, the orientations are more effective in the

low condition of each other when efficacy is low and when interest in

nonlocal affairs is high.

Holdl.ng citizen orientation constnat, the effect of the parent

orientation on total conversations is much greater when there is a high

interest in nonlocal affairs. For scope of topics, the parent orientation

is more effective when information exposure is low, and when interest in

nonlocal affairs is low. For scope of conversants, the parent orientation

is particularly effective when interest in nonlocal affairs is high.

In Chapter II we reported that the parent orientation has more

effect on communicatory activity per se when participation variables

were high. Here the effect of the parent orientation on total conver-

sations and topics is greater when information exposure and interest in

local affairs is low.

We have already commented 'on interest in local affairs as a

functional equivalentconsistent with the above relationships. But

information exposure poses a-different situation, particularly with

reference to topics.

We would expect information exposure to be more useful. A

person with high involvement might talk repeatedly about the same topic.

But to talk about many topics would seem to require greater exposure

to information sources.

The greater effect of the-parent orientation among those with

high interest in nonlocal affairs- for total conversations and scope of

conversants is most pronounced among those of low citizen orientation.

The tendency for parent orientation to be more effective in accounting

for scope of topics among those of high efficacy is most obvious among
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those of high citizen orientation.

The low citizen orientation provides the condition under which

the parent orientation is more effective in accounting for total con-

versation among those less interested in local affairs and in accounting

for scope of topics among those less exposed to information sources.

Holding parent orientation constant, the citizen orientation is

always more effective in the low participatory condition in accounting

for all aspects of scope. There is one slight exception, in that scope

of topics is somewhat better accounted for in the high condition of

efficacy.

Again, more information exposure does not increase the scope of

communication for someone of high .citizen orientation any more than it

did for someone of high parent orientation.

Relative to total conversations, the effect of citizen orientation

is greater when the interest in nonlocal affairs is low. In accounting

for scope of topics, the citizen orientation is more effective when

interest in local affairs is low or there is low exposure to information

sources. In accounting for scope of conversants, the citizen orientation

is more effective when there is a -low sense of efficacy or a low interest

in either local or nonlocal affairs.

Even though the citizen orientation is predominantly more

effective in the low condition ofIthe participatory characteristic,

there are a few instances in which it is more effective in the high

condition of the participatory characteristic0 When parent orientation

is high, the citizen orientation is more effective in the high conditions

of information exposure and interest in local affairs in accounting for

total conversations. It is more effective in accounting for scope of
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tupics when the parent orientation is high, among those with a high sense

of efficacy or more information exposure.

The usual situation in which the citizen orientation is more

effective in the low condition of the participatory characteristic is

generally found to be enhanced- by. the low condition of the parent orien-

tation. But there are two exceptions to this, both involving interest in

nonlocal affairs. The effect of the citizen orientation in the low

condition of interest in nonlocal affairs is greater for total con-

versation and conversants when the parent orientation is high.

We have a final comment on this section. Where information ex.

posure and interest in local affairs have not added to scope when one of

the orientations was high, interest in nonlocal affairs has. In relation

to total conversations and scope of conversants, interest in nonlocal

affairs has. In relation to total conversations and scope of conversants,

interest in nonlocal affairs has supplemented the effect of the parent

orientation--particularly among those of low citizen orientation.

It should also be pointed out that infoplation exposure does

act as a contingent condition for-one important interaction. Each

orientation is more effective in the high condition of the other

orientation in accounting for total conversations and scope of topics

when the level of information exposure is high. In effect, however,

it is only one of two contingent conditions. The other orientation

must also be in the high condition. Otherwise, as noted before,

information exposure does not enhance the effectiveness of either

orientation--holding the other orientation constant.
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Table i..7 Scope of Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen

Orientation and Efficacy.*
7*-

Joint orientation:

Aspect of Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,

scope/efficacy low citizen hich citizen low citizen high citizen,

Total conversations:

Low 24% 40% 33% 42%

High 29% 37% 43% 49%

Topics:

Low 33% 52% 56% 50%

High 38% 42% 52% 64%

Conversants:

Low 51% 78% 63% 78%

High 53% 59% 63% 69%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.2,

by joint orientation and sense of efficacy. Levels of efficacy are

defiied in Table 3.7.

Table 4,3 Scope of Informal Communication by Parent -Citizen

orientation and InfOrmfition Exposure. *
4

Joint orientation:

Aspect of Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,

scope/exposure low citizen high citizen low citizen high citizen

Total conversations:

Zero to two 18% 40% 42% 38%

Three or more 39% 38% 40% 50%

Topics:

Zero to two 26% 50% 59% 55%

Three or more 49% 43% 50% 58%

Conversants:

Zero to two 53% 68% 64% 75%

Three or more 51% 61% 63% 69%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.2 by

joint orientation and information exposures.

3,
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4.9 Scope of Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen Orientation

and Interest in Local Affairs.*

Joint orientation:

Aspect of Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent

scope/local int. low citizen high citizen low citizen high citizen

Total conversations:

Low 20% 36% 40% 41%

High 38% 40% 41% 50

Topics:

Low 30% 43% 51% 64%

High 45% 48% 54% 53%

Conversants:

Low

High

45% 65% 60% 71%

62% 62% 66% 70%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.2, by

joint orientation and interest in local affairs. Levels of interest

are defined in Table 3.7.

Table 4.10 Scope of Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen

Orientation and Interest in Nonlocal Affairs.*

Joint orientation:

Aspect of
scope/non- Low parent', Low parent, High parent, High parent,

local int. low citizen high citizen low citizen high citizen

Total conversations:

Low 29% 36% 33% 42%

High 25% 42% 71% 56%

Topics:

Low 36% 45% 51% 55%

High 38% 45% 62% 60%

Conversants:

Low

High

53% 66% 58% 70%

50% 58% 81% 71%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.2 by

joint orientation and interest in nonlocal affairs. Levels of interest

are defined in Table 3.70
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Attitudinal Characteristics

Evaluation of local schocls, pride, and perceived economic 4

condition remain of the attitudinal variables introduced in Chapter II.

Voting preference had been dropped because it fails to distinguish among

communicators. Nearly all communicators reported they intended to vote

"yes" in the forthcoming district elections. Tables 4.11 through 4.13

report the results of the three variable analyses of the two orientations

and an attitudinal characteristic for each scope variable.

The parent orientation is most effective in accounting for

total conversations (a 22% difference) when the perceived economic

condition is good and citizen orientation is low. In accounting for

scope of topics, it is most effective (31%) when the evaluation of the

local schools is high and citizen orientation is low. In accounting for

scope of conversants, it is most effective (19%) when the evaluation of

local schools is lowwhatever the level of citizen orientation, and

when pride in local schools is high and citizen orientation is low.

The effect of the citizen orientation on total conversations is

maximized (to 18%) when evaluation of local schools is moderate and

parent orientation is high, and when perceived economic condition is

good and parent orientation is low.

Its effect on scope of topics is greatest (21%) among those

with a low sense of pride and a low parent orientation. With respect

to scope of conversants, the effect of the citizen orientation is

greatest (22%) among those who perceir_ economic conditions as poor and

who .have a high parent orientation.

The attitudinal characteristic having the highest independent
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relationship with total conversations is evaluation of local schools,

averaging about 14%. Its effect is considerable in three of the four

conditions: low parent, low citizen; high parent, low citizen; and,

high parent, high citizen.

Perception of economic condition has the highest relationship

with scope of topics--and it is a negative relationship, averaging

about 11%. Those who see economic conditions as poor range over a

wider number of topics, particularly those of low parent, high citizen

orientation.

Pride has the highest relationship with scope of conversants,

averaging about 8%. Its effect is greatest among those of high parent,

low citizen orientation. Even though evaluation of local schools is not,

on the average, highly related to scope of conversants, it rivals pride

under the low parent, low citizen orientation condition.

The independent relationship of evaluation of local schools

to each aspect of scope is of some further interest. We had expected

to find that persons of more extreme opinions would show more interest- -

and more scope. It turns out that those of moderate opinions are often

the highest in some aspect of scope, andonly once are they lowest: in

accounting for scope of conversants among those of high parent, high

citizen orientation, -

The attitudinal characteristics have little effect on the degree

to which the two orientations jointly affect total conversations. With

respect to scope of topics, the joint effect of the two orientations is

greatest among those with a high evaluation of local schools. Scope of

conversants is jointly accounted for by the two orientations best when

evaluation of the local schools is low or when perception of economic

conditions is poor.
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Evaluation of local schools, among the attitudinal character-

istics, best combines with parent orientation in jointly accounting for

total conversations. Together they account for 26% of the criterion

variance.. In accounting for scope of topics and conversants, pride is

slightly better than evaluation of local schools in combination with

parent orientation. Pride and parent orientation account for about 24,

. .

of the variance in scope of topics and about 16% of the variance in

seope-; of conversants.

The joint effect of any attitudinal characteristic and parent

orientation in accounting for any aspect of scope is always greater

when the citizen orientation is low.

Pride is the attitudinal characteristic which best combines with

citizen orientation in jointly accounting for any aspect of scope. How-

ever with regard to total conversations, evaluation of local schools

does as well.

The average joint effect of pride and the citizen orientation

for total conversations is about 18%, and 17% for the other two aspects

of scope. With total conversations and seope of topics. the joint

eff ect of pride and citizen orientation is more pronounced when the

parent orientation is low.

Evaluation of local schools in combination with the two orien-

tations accounts for 33% of the variance-in total conversations. The

best three variable combinations in accounting for topics adds pride to

the two orientations. For scope of conversants, evaluation is again the

leading contributor. For scope of topics, the combined effect is 35%

of the variance accounted for. For scope or sonversants, it is 26%.

The tendency of each orientation to be more effective in the lOw

condition of the other in accounting for any aspect of scope is little
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disturbed by attitudinal characteristics. There are two exceptions.

In accounting for total conversations,, each orientation is more

effective in the high condition of the other among those who perceive

economic conditions as poor. In accounting for scope of conversants,

each orientation is more effective in the high condition of the other

among those who have a low sense of pride-in the local schools.

Holding citizen orientation constant, parent orientation inter-

acts primarily with evaluation of local schools in accounting for aspects

of scope. For total conversations and scope of topics, the parent orien-

tation is more effective among those who have a high evaluation of local

schools. But in accounting for scope of conversants, the parent orientation

is more effective among those who have a-low evaluation of local schools.

The difference in these interactions is striking. We have

highly involved parents of two kinds here. Those with favorable attitudes

exhibit scope in conversations and topics; they talk of many things.

Those with unfavorable attitudes exhibit scope in the conversants; they

talk with many kinds of people.

There are two instances in which= the parent orientation affects

an aspect of scope more in one condition of the attitudinal character-

istic than another if we also look at citizen orientation. In account-

ing for total conversations, the parent orientation is more effective

among those who have a perception that economic conditions are good, if

the citizen orientation is low. If the citizen orientation is high,

then the parent orientation is more effective among those who feel that

economic conditions are good.

Similarly, in accounting for scope of-conversants, the parent

orientation is more effective among those who have more pride in the

local schools if the citizen orientation is low. But when the citizen
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orientation is high, the parent orientation is more effective among those

who have less pride in the local schools.

Holding parent orient, pion constant, the effect of the citizen

orientation on total conversations is somewhat higher among those who

have a low evaluation of local schools. The effect of the citizen orien-

tation on scope of topics is not much affected by any attitudinal variable.

In accounting for scope of conversants, the citizen orientation

is more effective in the low condition of-all attitudinal characteristics --

especially evaluation and perceived economic condition.

This was also the case, we found in the previous section, for the

low conditions of participation--especially efficacy. Thus it seems that

scope. of conversants among those who view things less favorably is more

faduitous than purposive. That is, these persons are likely to sae little

chance of any impact.

Perceived economic condition also contributes to the effective-

ness of the citizen orientation in accounting for total conversations,

but differentially according to parent orientation. The citizen orien-

tation is more effective in accounting for total conversations among those

who perceive economic conditions as good if the parent orientation is low,

but more effective among those who perceive economic conditions as poor

if the parent orientation is high.

The greater effect of the citizen orientation in accounting for

scope of conversants among those who have less pride in the local

schools is found among those of high parent orientation.
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Table 4.11 Scope of Informal Communication by Parent-Ci.r,zen

Orientation and Evaluation of..Looal Schools. *

Jcint orientation:

Aspect of Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent

scope/evaluation law citizen high citizen low citizen high citizen

Total conversations:

Low 18% 33% 35% 34%

Medium 30% 40% 36% 54%

High 35% 37% ES 51%

Topics:

Low 33% 42% 48% 51%

Medium 48% 48% 51% 58%

High 27% 43% 58% 62%

Conversants:

. 1 Low 42% 62% 61% 81%

Medium 55% 65% 64% 66%

High 62% 63% 64 68%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.2, by

joint orientation and evaluation of local. schools. Levels of evaluation

are defined in Table 3.8.

Table 4.12 Scope of Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen

Orientation and Pride in Local'Sdhools.*

Joint orientation:

Aspect of Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent

scope/pride Ipw'citizen high citizen low citizen high citizen

Total conversations:

Low 23% 34% 37% 42%

High 36% 44% 45% 51%

Topics:

Low 23% 44% 50% 56%

High 31% 48% 56% 58%

Conversants:

Low

High

51% 62% 54% 70%

55% 67% 74% 71%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.2 by

joint orientation and pride. Levels of pride are defined in Table 3.8.



100

Table 4013 Scope of Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen Orientation

and Perceived Economic Conditions.*

Joint orientation:

Aspect of Law parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,

scopeiperc.cond. low citizen high citizen low citizen high

Total conversations:

Poor 30% 33% 32% 46%

Good 25% 43% 47% 46%

Topicq:

Poor 43% 54% 59% 62$

Good 31% 40% 48% 55%

Conversants:

Poor 46% 65% 55% 77%

Good 58% 63% 68% 67%

*Percentages are of nhigh" communicators, as defined in Table 302, by
joint orientation and perceived economic conditions. Levels of perceived

conditions are defined in Table 308.

School People

We reported in Chapter III that school people average more scope:

in all its aspects than public school parents. Now, having divided these

parents into four groups by joint orientation, we can place school

people more accurately in relation to public school parents. We are

also able to show differences among school people according to some of

the same characteristics we use for the parents.

Table 4.14 shows the proportions of high communicators on each

aspect of scope for school people of different demographic characteristics.

'Of the demographic characteristics, only number of children shows
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much relationship to the amount of scope among school people. Th9se

with three or more children have more conversations on more topics with

more kinds of people than those with two children or less. This could

well represent the parent orientation at work among school people.2

Table 4.14 Scope of Informal Communication among School People, by
Selected Demographic Characteristics.*

Aspect of scope:

Demographic Total

2hAEBELETIttig conversations Topics, Conversants

Sex:

Male 49%

Female 52%

Age:

+ 51%

20-39 50%

Number of children:

0-2 44%

3 + 65%

Length of residence:

9 yrs. or less

10 yrs. or more

51% 67%

54% 62%

51%

50%

57%

66%

63%

58%

77%

52% 48% 62%

49% 55% 65%

*Percentages are of "high communicators, as defined in Table 3.2.

Table 4.15 shows the relationships between participatory

characteristics and aspects of scope among school people.

2If we dichotomize between no children and any, the results are the same.
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Information exposure is related to all aspects of scope,

particularly total conversations and topics. So is interest in local

affairs, but primarily with scope of conversat

While interest in local affairs is positively related with

scope of conversants9 interest in nonlocal affairs is negatively related

with it. They are quite similar in relation to the other aspects of scope.

Table 4015 Scope of Informal Communication among School People, by

Selected Participatory Characteristics.*

Aspect of scope:

Participatory Total

characteristic conversations

Efficacy:

Topics Conversants

Low 52% 48% 71%

High 50% . 54% 63%

Information exposure:

Zero to two 33% 39% 58%

Three or more 56%

Interest in local affairs:

Low 146%

57% 67%

49%. 54%

High 54% 55% 72%

Interest in nonlocal affairs:

.Low 49% 50% -71%

High 53% 56% 57%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.2.

Because we have no control here for the participation aspects of infor-

mation exposure and interest in local and nonlocal affairs, the observed

effects of these variables are not amenable to interpretation. But the
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difference with regard to scope of conversants that involves the two

kinds of interest is.

It appears that interest in local affairs draws school people

into contact with other types of persons, while interest in nonlocal

affairs draws them away from such contact. In Chapter VI, viewing

aspects of direction, we can see that this is the case.

Table 4.16 shows the relationships between attitudinal character-

istics and aspects of scope among school people.

Table 4..16 Scope of Informal Communication among School People,

by Selected Attitudinal Characteristics.*

Attitudinal Total

characteristic

Aspect of Scope:

conversations Topics Conversants

Evaluatiot..o.f.lticalZacluals:,..-.

Low 38% 38% 62%

Medium 43% 52% 71%

High 57% 57% 64

Pride

Low 47% 47% 61%

High 514 57% 67%

Perceived economic condition:

Poor 38% 54% 51%

Good 56% 53% 70%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.2.

Generally, the school person with a more favorable attitude

toward the local schools, with a greater sense of pride in them, and

with a feeling that the economic situation is good, has more scope
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of informal communication about schools.

Although a difference of only one percent is involved, the greater

scope of topics among school people who see economic conditions as poor

is a difference in the same direction as it was for parents. It is

worth noting because it is an opposite direction from the rather sizable

differences for the other two aspects of scope. This may indicate "tax.

payer" critics within the school system as well as without.

Overall, school people have slightly more total conversations

than any of the public school parent groups. However, they fall below

the high parent, high citizen group on scope of topics and conversants.

In Summary

For the most part, the orientations do not play one of the roles

expected of them in this portion of the analysis. Particular groups do

not emerge as noteworthy in and of themselves. Rather, the orientations

relate to scope aspects much like the forms of participations -as an

expression of interest leading to more communicatory activity. This

characteristic of the orientations can be seen in their interactive

effects on the scope variables. They tend to be functional equivii,

lents; they are more often effective in the low condition of each other.

In accounting for aspects of scope, this seems to be the

pattern for many of the other variables introduced. They have a

positive relationship with scope, but either orientation is more

effective in the low condition of the test variable. And, conversely,

each variable is more effective in the low condition of the

orientation.

There are some notable exceptions.
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The parent orientation is more effective in accounting for any

aspect of scope in the nigh condition of efficacy and especially --

interest in nonlocal affairs. It is also more effective in accounting

for total conversations and scope of topics among those with favorable

opinions of the local schools and those who see economic conditions

as good.

The citizen orientation is more effective in accounting for

total conversations among those with more children and those with more

education. Otherwise, it is more effective in the low condition for any

aspect of scope. This interaction is greatest for scope of conversants,

usually.

If the parent is high on information exposure or on interest in

local affairs, each orientation is more effective in the high condition

of the other in accounting for total conversations. In accounting for

scope of topics, each orientation is more effective in the high

condition of the other if the parent is high on information exposure

or efficacy.

Each orientation does have some effect in the high condition

of the other orientation. Their joint effects are greater than

either alone, but somewhat less than the sum of their separate effects

when there is no control for the relationship between them.

Sex has the highest independent relationship with total

conversations, about 16%. The combination of sex and the two orien-

tations accounts for 36% of the variance in total conversations.

Perceived economic condition has the highest independent

relationship with scope of topics--a negative relationship of 11%.

Pride and the two orientations together account for 35% of the

variance in topics.
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Age has the highest independent relationship with scope of

conversants, averaging about 10%. Sex and the two orientations account

for 27% of the variance in conversants. The two orientations alone

often account for more variance in conversants in the low condition

of a test variable than any combination of three variables. They are

most effective (39%) among persons with an unfavorable attitude toward

schools and among less educated persons.

Information exposure is related to scope of topics only among

those of low parent, low citizen orientation. It is not related to

scope of conversants at all. The role of such exposures in the flow

of information and influence appears to need review, particularly

given the lack of relationship to topics among those most lid to

communicate informally (those of high parent or high citizen oritn-

tation).

We did not .find that those of extreme attitudinal positions had

more scope than those with moderate opinions. On the contrary, those

moderate opinions often had the. greatest nm^"t of gnnipA.

We did find that favorably disposed parents have more scope of

topics, while unfavorably disposed parents have more scope of

conversants.

Among school people we found that those with an interest in

local affairs have more scope of conversants, but thatthasawith an

interest in nonlocal affairs have less scope of conversantp This

point has a bearing on the dissemination potential of school people

with these varying interests.

ty
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Chapter V

Initiative in Informal Communication

If the flow of information between schools and community is

to be regarded as something more than the composite result of a series

of accidental encounters in which the subject of schools may or may not

come up, then purpose should be observed. An aspect of informal con-

versation in whLdh purpose is likely to be visible is that of initiative.

That some purpose is evidenced seems probable, givOn that seeking

behavior occurs in the conversations reconstructed for us. How-ever,

either seeking or giving as opening 'gambits" could be unrelated to

purpose. Our best indication that purpose is being served would be to

find relationships between the various aspects of initiative and

variables that reflect purposeful behavior.

For each conversation, the respondent was asked to indicate who

began the conversation and with what words. The manner in which the

conversation was begun was then coded from his response to these

questions. If the opening statement was a question, the initiator was

seeking; if it was declarative, the initiator was giving.

The dimension of initiative as defined operationally is here

restricted to the opening of the conversation from the respondents

point of view. He gives or is given, he seeks or is sought. The give

and take that occurs within the conversation was also analyzed, and is

reported in Chapter IX.

Although some purpose may seem indicated by the amount of

seeking reported, there is also the question of whether individual

107
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purposes are channeled in socially important ways. For instance, is the

person who has high involvement in school affairs, who has more infor-

mation exposure about school affairs, being sought?

What kind of person does the seeking? What purpose does his

seeking serve? Is he highly involved and relatively well informed, and

thus probably seeking confirmation or reassurance? Is he poorly informed

but concerned to express his opinion, and thus probably seeking infor-

mation to form an opinion?

Table 5.1 reports the relationships of the orientations to the

aspects of initiative.

The parent orientation accounts for 7% of the variance in R

gives, for 13% of the variance in R seeks, for 6% of the variance in R

is sought, and has a slight negative relationship with R is given.

The citizen orientation accounts for 7% of the variance in R

gives, for 3% of the variance in R seeks, has a negative relationship

of 4% with R is given, and no relationship with R is sought*

There is more variance accounted for by the orientations with

tespect to the active forms of initiative (R gives and R seeks) than to

the passive forms (R is given and R is sought) * This may represent a

real difference or reflect unreliability of data about conversations

started by others. Assuming it is a real difference, it suggests that

the purpose of the initiator is more in expressing himself or fulfilling

a need or se than it is with expressing himself to a particular person

or soliciting the advice of a particular person* That is, we can not

see any evidence here that R gives to or R seeks from someone like him-

self, otherwise there would be no difference in distributions between

active and passive forms of giving and seeking, respectively*
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Table 5.1 Initiative in Informal Communication by Parent Orientation,
by Citizen Orientation, and by Parent-Citizen Orientation.*

Orientation R gives R seeks R is giam R is sought

Parent:

High 56% 41% 53%

Low 49% 28% 514

Citizen:

High -56% 36% 52%

Low 49% 33% 56%

Joint orientation:

High parent,
high citizen 61% 38% 52$

High parent,
low citizen 48% 46% 55%

Low parent,
high citizen 48% 34% 52%

Low parent,
low citizen 50% 21% 56%

36%

30%

33%

33%

3.5%

37%

29%

30%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators as defined in Table 3.3.
Orientations are defined in Table 3.6

It seems clear that the orientations are going to have an

opportunity here to take the role of locator for public school parent

groups in which relationships between test variables and aspects of

initiative have the leading part. An examination of the interactive

effects of the orientations on aspects of initiative bears this out.

None of the relationships is linear; there is no orderly progression

from high to low or from low to high.

The high parent, high citizen orientation has the highest degree



no

of only one kind of initiative: R gives.

The h-Igh parent, low citizen orientation has the highest degree

of two kinds of initiative: R seeks and R is sought.

There is little difference by orientation in R is given, but the

highest degree found is for low parent, low citizen.

The function-of gregariousness, as expressed in the citizen

orientation, bears some note with regard to aspects of seeking behavior.

Those of high citizen orientation are more likely to seek only if the

parent orientation is low; if it is high, they are less likely to

seek. Controlling for parent orientation, those of high citizen orien-

tation are somewhat less likely to be sought.

Similarly, there is no evidence of school-related gregariousness

in the lower likelihood that a high citizen orientation person is given

something to open a conversations. But if the parent orientation is

high, and the person is himself giving, the citizen orientation does

have some impact on initiative.

That the parent orientation is related to three aspects of

initiative (R gives, R seeks, and R is sought) under both levels of

citizen orientation does suggest purpose among those of high parent

orientation engaged in informal conversation.

Demographic Characteristics

Tables 5.2 through 5.6 report the data for the following

inferences.

The parent orientation, which on the average accounts for only

7% of the variance in fl gives, accounts for 20 of the variance among

older persons of high citizen orientation and 23% of the variance among

females of high citizen orientation.

4'7
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The parent orientation on the average accounts for 13% of the

variance in R seeks. It accounts for 40% of the variance in R seeks

among younger persons of low citizen orientation.

Although the parent orientation has little relationship on the

average with R is given, it varies in accounting for 14% of the variance

in R is given among those of low education and high citizen orientation

to having a negative relationship of 8% with R is given among short

time residents of low citizen orientation.

The average relationship between parent orientation and R is

sought is 6%. Among males of high citizen orientation the effect of

the parent orientation is 25%.

On the Average, we found the citizen orientation to be little

related to any aspect of initiative. But there are specific conditions

under which the relationship is of some note.

For R gives, the citizen orientation accounts for 20% of the

variance in three different situationsg among older persons of high

parent orientation, among those of low education and high parent

orientation, and among those with more children and high parent orien-

tation.

There is a wide range in the relationship of citizen orien=

tation to R seeks, depending on demographic characteristic and parent

orientation. The citizen orientation accounts for 22% of the variance

in R seeks among those with more children and low parent orientation.

It has a negative relationship accounting for 34% of the variance with

R seeks among those of low education and high parent orientation.

The largest negative relationship between citizen orientation

and R. is given occurs among older persons of high parent orientation,

where the relationship is 14%
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As might be expected with an average relationship of zero, the

relationship between citizen orie '.ation and R is sought fluctuates on

either side for various conditions of the demographic variable and parent

orientation. The largest negative relationship between citizen orien-

tation and R is sought occurs among those of low education and low

parent orientation (11%). The highest positive relationship occurs

among females of low parent orientation and among short time residents

of low parent orientation, but the figure reaches only, 7%

The demographic variable with the highest independent relation-

ship with R gives is age. The age relationship with R gives averages

12%. The other demographic characteristics all have a negative relation-

ship with R gives. of these, length of residence has the largest

relationship, averaging 9%.

The relationship between age and R gives is greatest among low

pax3nt, high citizen orientation persons, accounting for 28% of the

variance. The negative relationship between length of residence and

R gives is most pronounced among those of low parent, high citizen orien-

tation, with 15% of the variance accounted for.

On the average, all the demcgraphic characteristics have

positive independent relationships with R seeks. Only sex has a relation-

ship of any size, averaging about 14%.

The relationship between sex and R seeks is most pronounced

among those of high parent, high citizen orientation, where the variance

accounted for is 17%.

Age, which did not itself relate on the average highly to R

seeks does relate rather highly among those e high parent, low citizen

orientation, where it accounts for 27% of the variance in R seeks.
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Education and age have the highest independent relationships with

R is given, averaging about 10% and about 8% respectively. Sex has a

small negative relationship with R is given, averaging about 4%.

The effectiveness of age and education in accounting for variance

in R is given is highest in both cases among those of low parent, low

citizen orientation.

For R is sought, education and sex have positive relationships,

averaging about 10% and 9% respectiely. Length of residence and

number of children have negative relationships with R is solight, long

time reisdents and those with more children being sought less frequently.

The effectiveness of sex and education in accounting for variance

in R is sought is greatest in the same condition, that of low parent,

high citizen orientation.

The joint effect of the two orientations in accounting for R

gives is greater among older persons than among younger persons. Other.

wise the demographic characteristics do not alter the joint effectiveness

of the orientations much in accounting for R gives.

In accounting for R seeks, the joint effect of the orientations

is greater in the high condition of the demographic characteristic,

particularly among those of high education where the two orientations

together account for 23% more variance in R seeks than in the low

education condition.

In contrast, the joint orientations account for more variance

in R is given among those of less education. The relationship is

positive between the two orientations and R is given among those of low

education in contrast to the general negative relationship between the

orientations and R is given.
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The two orientations jointly account for more variance in R is

sought among males, short time reSia-ents, and those with more children.

Of the demographic characteristics, only age adds much to the

parent orientation in jointly accounting for R gives. For R seeks, any

of the demographic characteristics combines with parent orientation to

account for variance. Number of children is the most effective companion

of the parent orientation. The two together, however, only account for

about 20% of the variance in R seeks.

For ,R is given, education and parent orientation together account

for about 12% of the variance in R is given. The relationship is positive.

For R is sought, sex and education combine with parent orientation

to account for about 18% and 17% of the variance, respectively.

The joint effect of any demographic characteristic and parent

orientation on R gives is always more effective in the high condition of

the citizen orientation. In contrast, the joint effect of any demographic

characteristic and the parent orientation on R seeks is always greater

in the low condition of citizen orientation.

Other than these two general tendencies , the joint effects

previously noted for parent orientation and any demographic character-

istic are little affected by the citizen orientation condilon.

The only demographic characteristic which together with citizen

orientation jointly accounts for any variance in R gives is age. The

two together account for about 16% of the variance.

Sex is the only demographic characteristic which together with

citizen orientation accounts for much variance in R seeks. Together

they account for about 18% of the variance.

No combination of a demographic characteristic and citizen
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orientation yields much variance accounted for in R is given. For R is

sought, sex and citizen orientation jointly account for about 19% of the

variance.

In accounting for variance of R gives, the joint effects of citizen

orientation with education, rumber of children, or length of residence

are greater in the high condition of parent orientation. In accounting

for variance of R seeks, the joint effect of citizen orientation and any

of these three demographic characteristics is greater among those of low

parent orientation. The inferences previously noted for joint effects

of citizen orientation and demographic characteristics are otherwise

little affected by parent orientation.

The combined effect of any demographic characteristic and the

two orientations in accounting for variance in aspects of initiative

is not much greater than that of the two orientations alone.

For R gives° the two orientations alone account for 11% of the

variance. Together with sex, they account for 18% of the variance.

For R seeks, the two orientations alone account for 17% of the variance.

With sex added they account for 23% of the variance. For R is given,

the two orientations alone have a slight negative relationship, and

with sex this negative relationship increases only to 7%. The positive

relationship of age with R is given is such that the three variable

relationship to R is given emerges as positive despite the general

negative tendency. For R is sought, the joint effect of the two orien-

tations was 5%. Adding sex increases it to 13%. Adding age would also

increase it to 13%.

The observed tendency of each orientation to be more effective

in the high condition of the other orientation in accounting for

variance in R gives is particularly strong among those who are older
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and those who have more children.

The tendency for each orientation to be more effective in account-

ing for variance in R seeks in the low condition of the other orientation

occurs more strongly among younger persons and those with less education.

On the average there is no interactive effect of the two orien-

tations in accounting for R is given. However, with reference to age,

there is a pair of complementing interactions. Each orientation accounts

for more variance in R is given in the high condition of the other orien-

tation among younger persons. Among older persons each orientation

accounts for more variance in R is given in the low condition of the other

orientation.

Holding citizen orientation constant, the effect of the parent

orientation on R gives is much greater among older persons. In account-

ing for variance of R seeks, the effect of parent orientation is much

greater among younger persons. In accounting for R is given, the effect

of the parent orientation is considerably stronger among those of low

education. And in accounting for variance in R is sought, the parent

orientation is somewhat stronger when there are more children.

We also see that the parent orientation is more effective in

accounting for R. is sought among those of less education. The converse

holds those with more education are more often sought if they are of

low parent orientation.

This last finding does not square with the conception of an

opinion leader as "someone like everyone elseonly more so." We saw

earlier that education has the highest independent relationship with R

is sought. This is consistent with the assumption that there is a

relationship betwe.,n education and info-rmation level. But here, in this
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interaction, it seems they are sought out because they know more about

lots of things, not because of the strength of parent orientation.

We reported earlier that the effect of education on R is sought

is greatest among those of low parent, high citizen orientation. It

seems that we have some "general." opinion leaders in this group -.if

being sought is taken as an indicator. It should also be noted that

those sought in this group are usually females (see Table 5.2). Their

leadership seems contingent on their gregariousness, not their parental

orientation.

Males in this group, if they are opinion leaders, take the

initiative by giving.

The greater effectiveness of the parent orientation in accounting

for variance in R gives among older persons is primarily found among

those of high citizen orientation. Its effectiveness in accounting

for variance in R seeks among younger persons is found among those of

low citizen orientation.

The citizen orientation also affects the interaction of the

parent orientation and demographic variables in accounting for some other

aspects of variance in these criterion variables.

In accounting for variance of R gives, the parent orientation is

more effective among those with more children when the citizen orientation

is high. It is more effective in accounting for variance of R gives

among those with fewer children when the citizen orientation is low.

The parent orientationbis more effective in accounting for

variance in R seeks among more educated persons when the citizen

orientation is high. It is more effective among less educated persons

when the citizen orientation is low.
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In accounting for variance in R is given9 the parent orientation

is more effective among younger persons when the citizen orientation is

high. It is more effective among older persons when the citizen orienta-

tion is low.

Holding parent orientation constant, the citizen orientation is

more effective in accounting for variance in R gives among short time

residents of the community.

In accounting for variance in R seeks, the citizen orientation is

more effective among those with more education. In accounting for variance

in R is given9 the citizen orientation is more effective among those of

less education. In this case this amounts to having a positive relation.

ship between citizen orientation and R is given9 whereas in the case of

more education the relationship is negative--the usual situation.

The citizen orientation is more effective in accounting for

variance in R is sought among short time residents of the community and

those with more education.,

The greater effectiveness of the citizen orientation in accounting

for variance in R seeks among the more educated is found primarily among

those of high parent orientation.

The parent orientation also affects the interaction of the citizen

orientation and demographic variatles in accounting for some other aspects

of initiative. In accounting for variance in R gives and R seeks, the

citizen orientation is more effective among younger persons when the parent

orientation is low, but more effective among older persons when the parent

orientation is high. This situation reverses for R is given9 where the

citizen orientation is more effective among younger persons when the parent

orientation is high, and more effective among older persons when the parent

orientation is law.
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When the parent orientation is high, the citizen orientation is

more effective in accounting for variance in R gives among those with more

children. But when the parent orientation is low, the citizen orientation

is more effective among those with fewer children.

Table 5.2 Initiative in Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen

Orientation and Sex.*

Joint orientation:

Aspect of Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,

in=gizaLum low citizen high citizen low citizen high citizen

R gives:

Male 46% 59%
** 52

Female 51% 41% 45% 64%

R seeks:

Male 18% 33% ** 24%

Female 22% 36% 148% 41%

R is given:

Male 57% 49% ** 58%

Female 55% 55% 57% 50%

R is sought:

Male

Female

21% 14% ** 39%

33% 140% 37% 34%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.3, by

joint orientation and sex.

**Only nine cases of males who were high parent, low citizen were

found.
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Table 5.3 Initiative in Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen

Orientation and Age.*
Joint orientation:

Aspect of Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,

lattlAtImant lox_o.tizen high citizen low citizen hieb. citizen

R gives:

40 yrs. or more 45% 35% 14 64%

20 . 39 yrs 53% 63% 51% 58%

R seeks:

40 yrs. or more 27% 37$ 30% 35%

20-39 yrs. 17% 32% 57% 40%

R. is given:

40 yrs. or more 47% 49% 58% 44%

20 - 39 yrs. 62% 56%. 53% 58%

R is sought:

40 yrs. or more 27% 26% 35% 29%

20-39 yrs. 33% 33% 38% 40%

*Percentages are of nhVEPP communicators, as defined in Table 3.3, by

joint orientation and age.

Table 5.14. Initiative in Informal. Comirunication by Parent-Citizen

Orientation and Education.*
Joint orientation:

Aspect of initi- Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,

ative/education low citizen tla citizen loyr citizen, high citizen,

R gives:

High school or less 53% 514 48% 68%

Some college + k7% 47% 48% 59%

R seeks

High school or less 23% 35% 54% 20%

Some college + 20% 324 40% 140%

R. is given

High school or less 45% 42% 44 56%

Some college + 64% 55%. 60% 50%

R is sought:

High school or less 26% 15% 35% 26%

Some college + 33% 33% 38% 36%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 303. by

joint orientation and education.
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Table 5.5 Initiative in Informal. Communication by Parent-Citizen
Orientation and Number of Children.*

Joint orientation:

Aspect of initiative/ Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent

No. of children low citizen high citizen low citizen high citizen

R gives:

1 or 2 46% 53% 53% 57%

3 + 51% 44% 43% 63%

R seeks:

1 or 2 21% 26% 45% 3$

3 + 19% 41% 48% 40%

R is given:

1 or 2 58% 4.9% 52% 46%

3 + 54% 54 57% 5$
R is sought:

1 or 2 38% 32% 38% 34%

3 + 25% 28% 36% 35%

*Perdentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.3, by

joint orientation and number of children.

Table 5.6 Initiative in Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen-Orien-
tation and Length of Residence. *

Joint orientation:

Aspect of initiative/ Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent

Length residence low citizen high citizen low citizen hIghcitizen

R gives: 52% 56% 49% 68%

10 yrs. or more 46% 4.1% 48% 54%

R seeks

9 yrs. or less 19% 31% 51% 36%

10 yrs. or more 24 38% 43% 40%

R is given:

9 yrs. or less 57% 55% 49% 51%

10 yrs. or more 54% 50% 59%

R is sought:

9 yrs.. or less 28% 35%

10 yrs. or more 33% 26% 35% 29%

*Percentages are of "high's communicators, as defined in Table 3.3, by

joint orientation and length of residence.

51%

Ito%
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Participatory Characteristics

Tables 5.7 through 5.10 show the relationships for the participah.

tory characteristics and orientations with initiative criteria.

The parent orientations, which on the average accounts for 7% of

the variance in R gives, accounts for 22% of the variance when information

exposure is high and citizen orientation is high. It accounts for 40%

of the variance in R seeks, in contrast to an average of 13%, when

interest in nonlocal affairs is high and citizen orientation is low. It

accounts for 12% in R is given, as opposed to the slight negative relation -s

ship usually found, in the condition of high interest in nonlocal affairs

and low citizen orientation. It accounts for 29% of the variance in R

is sought, compared to the average of 6%, in the condition of high

interest in nonlocal affairs and low citizen orientation.

The citizen orientation, which on the average accounts for 7%

of the variance in R gives, accounts for 19% of the variance when interest

in local affairs is high and the parent orientation is high. It accounts

for 18% of the variance in R seeks, compared to an average of 3%, when

information exposure is high and the parent orientation is law.

For both R gives and R seeks, the citizen orientation has a high

negative relationship under certain conditions of participatory char-

acteristics and parent orientation. Among those with high information

exposure and low parent orientation, the citizen orientation has a

negative relationship of 17% with R gives. Among those low in efficacy

and high on parent orientation, it has a negative relationship of 20%

with R seeks.

The average negative relationship of citizen orientation to R is

given is 4%. Among those with a high interest in nonlocal affairs and
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high parent orientation, this negative relationship reaches 13%.

With an average relationship between citizen orientation and R is

sought of zero, there is considerable variance in both directions accord-

ing to participatory characteristic and parent orientation. Among those

with low efficacy and high parent orientation, there is a positive relation-

ship between citizen orientation and R is sought of 18%.

This finding would seem to suggest that the citizen orientation

produces opinion leadership--as indexed by R is sought--among those of

high parent orientation only in the absence of a sense of efficacy. The

suspicion that these persons might have negative evaluations of the local

schools is confirmed, in the next section (see Table 5.11).

Among those with a high interest in nonlocal affairs and high

parent orientation, there is a negative relationship of 22% between

citizen orientation and R is sought. It does not appear that high

citizen orientation opinion leaders are being sought for any knowledge

they might be presumed to have about schools--or education generally.

None of the participatory characteristics has much of an indepen-

dent relationship with R gives, the highest being an average of or

interest in nonlocal affairs or information exposure. This is rather

interesting, considering that R gives might be viewed as an aspect of

participation its

The relationship between information exposure and R gives is

greatest among those of low parent, low citizen orientation, where it

accounts for 17% of the variance in R gives. The low parent, high

citizen condition affords interest in nonlocal affairs, a 14 relation-

ship with R gives.

Interest in nonlocal affairs has the highest independent
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relationship with both R seeks and R is sought, averaging about 7% and 6%,

respectively, Its greatest effect on both aspects of initiative comes in

the high parent, low citizen condition, where the figures are 19% and 25%,

respectively.

interest in nonlocal affairs has a positive relationship with

every aspect of initiative mom those of high parent, low citizen orien-

tation. That lowest relationship is-11% with R gives.

The same group of high pare ntc low citizen orientation persons with

a high interest in nonlocal affairs was seen in Chapter IV to have

relatively high levels of every aspect of scope as well. This small group

(21, all women) evidently contains some "communication leaders." Whether

these persons are also opinion leaders in ways other than that indexed

by R is sought, renains to be seen.

Interest in local affairs has the highest independent relationship

with R is given, averaging about Interest in nonlocal affairs is

close behind. Both are more effective in accounting for variance in

R is given in the high parent, low citizen condition, reaching 15% and

10, respectively.

The joint effect of the two orientations on R fives is greater

among those persons with high interest in either local or nonlocal affairs.

In accounting for variance in R seeks, the two orientations are

more effective jointly among those with a low interest in loCim affairs,

but also among those with a high interest' in nonlocal affairs, a high

sense of efficacy, or high information exposure.

The effectiveness of the two orientations in jointly accounting

for variance in R is sought is greater among those with a low sense of

" 4,:a. `-1,6V,A0 P.: WiFjegg *4040.',' 41,q#K,V,_
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efficacy and among those with a low interest in local affairs.

The tendency for the two orientations jointly to be negatively

related to variance in R is given is greater among those with high infor-

mation exposure or high interest in local affairs. Among those with low

information exposure and low interest in local affairs, there is no

relationship between the two orientations and R is given.

None of the participatory characteristics adds much to the parent

orientation in accounting for variance in-R gives. The highest is an

average of 11% for interest in nonlocal affairs and parent orientation.

In accounting for R seeks, on the other hand, all of the partici-

patory characteristics combine with parent orientation to aid in account-

ing for the variance. The highest is an average of 25% for interest in

nonlocal affairs and parent orientation.

No participatory characteristic.combines with parent orientation

to account for variance in R is given. Interest in nonlocal affairs

again best combines with parent orientation to account for variance in

R is sought. Together they average about 16% of the variance accounted

for.

Although interest in nonlocal:affairs best combines with parent

orientation in accounting for variance in R gives, R seeks, and R is

sought, the joint effect is dependent in part on the condition of citizen

orientation. In accounting for variance of R gives, interest in non-

local affairs and parent orientation are more effective in the high

citizen condition. In accounting for variance in R seeks and R is

sought, the two are more effective in the low citizen condition.

In general, none of the participatory characteristic combines

with citizen orientation to account for much varianee in any aspect of
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initiative. For R gives, the citizen orientation and information exposure

together account for about 8% of the variance. For R seeks, interest in

local affairs and citizen orientation jointly account for, about 8% of the

variance.

While the joint effect of any participatory characteristic and

citizen orientation is generally small with reference to any aspect of

initiative, there are some very regular interactions involving parent

orientation. The joint effect of any participatory characteristic and

citizen orientation in accounting for R gives is always greater in the

high condition of parent orientation. But the joint effect of citizen

orientation and any participatory characteristic in accounting for

variance in R seeks is always greater in the low condition of parent

orientation.

Adding information erposvre to the two orientations gives a

combined effect of 22% of the variance accounted for in R gives, as

compared to 11% for the two orientations alone. The two orientations

alone accounted for 17% of the variance in R seeks. This is increased

to 24% when interest in local affairs is added, or to 23% if interest

in nonlocal affairs is added.

The general tendency for each orientation to be more effective in

accounting for variance in R gives in the high condition of the other

orientation is greater in the high participation condition for all

characteristics except interest in nonlocal affairs. There, the two

orientations are more effective in the high condition of each other

when interest in nonlocal affairs is low.

Two conditions of participatory variables affectihe interaction

of the two orientations with respect to R is sought. When information



127
1

exposure is high, each orientation is more effective in the high condition

of the other orientation in acccunting for R is sought. When information

exposure is low, each orientation is more effective in the low condition

of the other. When interest in nonlocul affairs is low, each orientation

is more effective in accounting for variance in R is sought in the high

condition of the other orientation. But when interest in nonlocal affairs

is high, each orientation is more effective in the low condition of the

other.

The first of these is deceptive. It seems to imply that information

exposure enhances the effectiveness of each orientation as long as the

other orientation is present. But Table 5.8 shows that the appkrent en-

hancement is actually the lack of a negative relationship--the latter being

found in the low information exposure condition.

Holding citizen orientation constant, the effect of the parent

orientation on R gives is somewhat greater among those with high interest

in local affairs or high information exposure.

In accounting for variance in R gives, the parent orientation is

usually more effective in the high condition of the participatory character-

istic when citizen orientation is high. The exception is that among those

with a high interest in nonlocal affairs the parent orientation is more

effective in the low citizen condition.

The interactions involving R seeks are very interesting. The effect

of the parent orientation on R seeks-is greater in the high condition

of information exposure and of interist in nonlocal affairs, that is,

o more a3.rea mat on

about schools.

Less information exposure is related to R seeks, however, in the low
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condition of both orientations. There, those with less information expo-

sures do seek somewhat more often than those with more information expo-

sure, The important fact is that those with an interest in schools;, a

evidenced in their orientations, do not seek more often if they are low on

information exposure.

The parent orientation is more effective in accounting for R seeks

in the low condition of interest in local affairs. The converse holds

also; interest in local affairs is more effective in the low parent orien-

tation. Functional equivalence with respect to R seeks is suggested. We

observed in Chapter IV that these two appeared to be functional equivalents

for aspects of scope. it should be notednotedtt however, that this is not the

case for R gives.

The interactions of parent orientation and participatory character-

istics relative to R seeks are not affected by the citizen orientation.

The parent orientation accounts for variance in R is given and

R is sought better among those with a high interest in nonlocal affairs.

The latter is subject to a higher order interaction with citizen

orientation. The parent orientation'is more effective among those with

high interest in nonlocal affairs in accounting for R is sought only if

the citizen orientation is low. If the eitizea Grime-tic" is 114011_ the

parent orientation is more effective -among-those with low interest in

nonlocal affairs.

This gives us another view of a finding reported earlier in this

chapterthat those of high parent, low citizen orientation with a high

interest in nonlocal affairs are sought out by others.

Holding parent orientation constant, the citizen orientation 4s

more effective in accounting for variance in R gives among those low on

Q

sic
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efficacy or low on information exposure. But, in both cases, this stems

from those of low parent orientation.

The citizen orientation is more eriectve ih aeooanting for ft seeks

in the high conditions of efficacy and information exposure, whatever the

level of parent orientation.

The effectiveness of the citizen orientation in accounting for R is

given is always higher in the low participatory condition. What this

amounts to is a reversal of the usual negative relationship between citizen

orientation and R is given udder these conditions--if the parent orientation

is high. However, for low information exposure, the parent orientation

must also be low.

The citizen orientation is much more effective in accounting for R

is sought among those with low efficacy.

There are interactions with information exposure and interest in non-

local affairs relative to R is sought, according to level of parent orirn-

tation.

The citizen orientation accounts for more variance in R is sought

among those with high information exposure when the parent orientation is

high, but for more variance among those with low infOrmation exposure

when the parent orientation is low.

When interest in nonlocal affairs-is high, the citizen orientation

accounts for more variance in R. is sought when the parent orientation is

low. When the parent orientation is high, the citizen orientation

accounts for more variance when interest in nonlocal affairs is low.
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Table 5.7 Initiative in Informal. Communication by Parent- Citizen
Orientation and Efficacy.!

Joint orientation:

Aspect of Low parent, Low- parent, High pateut, High parent,
initiative z low.citizen l'U .1 cip., low ci....AELn. gan,A3. rii.j.ji.n.

R gives:

Low 47% 55% . 52% 61%

High 52% 44 47% 61%

R seeks:

Low 24% 28% 48% 18%

High 19% 38% 45% 40%

R is given:

Low 56% 48% 46% 53%

High 56% '54 58% 51%

R is sought

0

Low 27% .40 26% 44% ii

High 32% 25% 40% 32%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.3, by joint
orientation and efficacy. Levels of efficacy are defined in Table 3.7.

Table 5.8 Initiative in Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen
Orientation and Information Exposure. *

Joint orientation:
Aspect of initiative/ Low parent, low parent, High parent, High parent
info. exposures low cittzin ho.da aura low citizm 1:.,41si... 4,....mtz

R gives:
Zero to two 42% 58% 44 52%

Three or more 59% 42% 49% 614

R seeks:

Zero to two 24 32% 41% 28%

Three or more 18% 36% 49% 4l%
,

R is given
Zero to two 52% 56% 59% 52%

Three or more 61% 50 54 53$

R is sought:

Zero to two 27% 36% 41% 35%

Three or more 33% 25% 30 35%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.3, by joint
orientation and information exposures.

4
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Table 5.9 Initiative in Informal Ccznmunication by Parent-Citizen

Orientation and Interest in LoCal Affairs.*

Joint orientation:

Low parent,.. Lc:tw, parent, High parent, High parent

low citizen high citizen 10 citizen agILAtAziPia
Aspect of initiative/
4 vtitcetesmi- _ 1 nrt

R gives:

Low 48% 51% 49% 52%

High 51% 4596 47% 66%

R seeks:
Low 14% 30% 47% 36%

, High 32% 40% 46% 3%

R is given:
Low -52% 51% 217% 52%

High 62% 53% 62% 51%

R is sought:

Low 27% . 32% 36% 38

High 34 28% 37% 34%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.3, by joint
orientation and interest in local affairs. Levels of interest are defined

in Table 3.7.

Table 5e10 Initiative in Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen
Orientation and Interest in Non-Local Affairs.*

Joint orientation:

Aspect of initiative/ Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent

interest. _nonnloc. low citizen high citizen, low clitjam gal citizen

4.

R gives:

Low 53% 44 46% 61%

High 42% 56% 57% 62%

R seeks:

Low 21% 35% 43% 33%

High 22% 33% 62% 44
R is given:

Low 56% 52% 51% 50%

High 55% 52% 67% 54%

R is sought:

Low 32% 28% 32% 35%

High 28% 33% 57% 35%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.3, by joint

orientation and interest in non-local affairs. Levels of interest are
defined in Table 3.7.
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Attitudinal Characteristics

Tables 5.11 through 5.13 report the data for initiative by the two

orientations and attitudinal characteristics.

The effect of th, parent orientation on R gives is greatest among

those who are high on evaluation of local schools and high on citizen orien-

tation, where it accounts for 22% of the variance, as compared to the

average cf 7%.

In accounting for variance of R seeks, the parent orientation is

most effective among those who have a low evaluation of the local schools

and a low citizen orientation or a high evaluation of the local schools and

a low citizen orientation. In botii cases 31% differentiation is achieved

by the parent orientation. In addition, 31% is also obtained by the parent

orientation among those who perceive economic Conditions as poor and who

have low citizen orientation. Those with low pride azd low citizen orienw

tation provide a context in which the parent orientation mak-es a difference

of 30%.

Although the parent orientation usually has little relationship to

R is given, it accounts for 22% of the variance when the evaluation of the

local schools is lbw and the citizen orientation is low.

The average effect of the parent orientation on R is sought (6%),

is raised to 27% among those who have a low evaluation of the local

schools and high citizen orientation.

The effect of the citizen orientation, like that of the parent

orientation, is considerably enhanced under certain conditions of the

attitudinal characteristics and parent orientation. The variance accounted

for in It gives by the citizen orientation reaches 26% among those who have

a high evaluation of the local schools and high parent orientation. It
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reaches 25% among those who perceive economic conditions as poor and have

a high parent orientation.

4mohg those who have a high evaluation of the local schools and a

low parent orientation, the citizen orientation accounts for 25% of the

variance in R seeks, as compared to an average of 3%.

For those who have a high evaluation of the local schools and a high

parent orientation, there is a negative relationship of 21% between citizen

orientation and R. is given. This compares with an average negative

relationship of 4%.

:ong those Vlo have a high evaluation of the local schools and a

high parent orientation, there is a negative relationship of 20% between

citizen orientation and R is sought.

It appears that the gregarious person ,is not sought because of

favorability toward schools any more than for strength of parent orientation.

None of the attitudinal characteristics have much relationship with

R seeks. Evaluation of local schools dominates the independent relation-

ships with the other aspects of initiative.

There is a stvong negative relationship between evaluation of

schools and R gives, even though for high parent, high citizen orientation

persons the relationship is positive. In the low parent, high citizen

group', the negative relationship is at its strongest. We saw before that

males in this group were more likely to take this form of initiative.

The situation reverses for R is given. Those of high parent, high

citizen orientation show a slight negative relationship between evaluation

and R is given. &mbers of the other groups are more likely to have had

conversations initiated in this manner if their evaluation was favorable.
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Thus we have those who are high in aspects of scope (high parent,

high citizen) giving more often if they are favorable toward the schools

and receiving more often if they are less favorable. For the other groups,

however, the reverse holds; they give more often if they are unfavorable

and receive more often if they are favorable.

The relationship of evaluation to It is sought is like that for R is

given, It differs only in that evaluation. makes little difference among

those of low parent, low citizen orientation.

Those of high parent, high citizen orientation are sought more

often if their evaluations are unfavorable (or moderate). Those of high

parent, low citizen orientation or of low parent, high citizen orientation

are sought more often if their views are more favorable. In the case of

those with low parent, high citizen orientation, persons are sought most

often when they have a moderate evaluation,

This adds to our pictures of two. kinds of potential opinion leaders.

The high parent, low citizen female with hie: interest in nonlocal affairs

appears to be sought more often if she has a favorable attitude toward

the local schools. The low parent, high citizen, more educated female

seems to be sought more often if she has & moderate attitude.

The contrast between two of these groups .(high parent, low citizen

and high parent, high citizen) was not evident for the relationship between

evaluation and two aspects of scope, total conversations and topics. Both

groups showed more scope if evaluation was favorable. However, we did,

see in Chapter IV that scope of conversants was higher among the high

parent, high citizen parents if evaltia,tion. is less favorable. It seems

that this increased scope of conversants was of a passive nature, for here

we see that they are higher only on R is given and R is sought when
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evaluation is unfavorable°

Those who perceive economic conditions as poor, whom we saw in

Chapter IV to have more scope of topics in each orientation group, here

show little difference in any aspect of initiative from those who see

conditions as good. In particular,. they are less likely%tol bersought

when either orientation (and thus participation) is high.

The joint effect of the two orientations on R gives is much greater

among those with a high evaluation of Ahe local schools. The joint effect

on R is given is much greater among those who have low evaluation of the

local schools. The latter turns out to signify that there is a slight

positive correlation between the joint orientations and R is given among

those with a low evaluation of the local schools. Among those with a high

evaluation of the local schools there is a much stronger negative corral-

ation.

Perceived economic Condition affects the joint effectiveness of

the two orientations on R seeks and R is sought. The joint orientations

have a greater effect on R seeks among those who perceive economic con-

ditions as poor, but have a greater effect on R is sought among those who

perceive economic conditions as good.

None of the attitudinal characteristics combine with parent orien-

tation to account for much variance in R gives. The best combination

is perception of economic condition'and parent orientation, which

together average about 8% of the variance accounted. for.

In accounting for variance R seeks, all three of the attitud-

inal characteristics add something. The best combination is pride with

parent orientation. Together they account for about 16% of the variance.

Only evaluation of locale- schools combines with parent oesientation
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effectively to account for variance in R is given. The two together

account for about 18% of the variance in 1 is given. This is the only

combination of two or three variables wilicb, has any positive relationship

with R. is given.

Evaluation again is the most effective supplement to parent orien-

tation in accounting for variance in R is sought. Together they average'

about 18% of the variance accounted-for.

The joint effectiveness of parent orientation and any attitudinal

Characteristic in accounting for variance- in R gives or R seeks is

influenced by the condition of the citizen orientation. Any combination

of attitudinal characteristic and parent orientation is more effective

in the high citizen condition in accounting for variance in R gives.

But in accounting for variance in R seeks, any combination of attitu-

dinal characteriad and parent orientation is more effective among those

of low citizen orientation.

Only perception of economic condition combines with citizen orien-

tation to account for much variance in R. gives. Together they averac'e

about 10%.

In accounting for variance in R seeks and R is given, evaluation of

local schools adds the most to citizen orientation. However, in both

cases they only average about 6% in variance accounted for. Nothing

helps citizen orientation in accounting for variance in R. is sought.

The joint effect of any citizen orientation and attitudinal charac-

teristic combination on the variance in It gives is always greater among

those of high parent orientation. In accounting for variance in R
/I

seeks, any attitudinal characteristic combined with citizen orientation

is always more effective in the low parent orientation condition.
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None of the attitudinal characteristics, when added to the two

orientations, gives much of an increase in variance accounted for in any

aspect of initiative.

The tendency for each orientation to be more effective in the high

condition of the other in accounting for variahoe in Rialres is found to

hold among those who have a high evaluation of local schools. Among

those who have a lrow evaluation of local schOols, each orientation is

more effecttve in accounting for variance in R gives in the low condition

of the other orientation.

Each orientation is more effective in accounting for variance in

R is given and R is sought in the high condition of the other orientation

among those persons who have a law evaluation of local schools.

Holding citizen orientation constant, the parent orientation has

more effect on R gives whew evaluation of the local schools is high. It

has more effect on R seeks among those with a lower sense of pride or

those who perceive economic conditions as poor.

The parent orientation is somewhat more effective in accounting

for variance in R is given among those with a low evaluation of local

schools. None of the attitudinal characteristics influence the effect

of pareht orientation with regard to variance in R is sought.

The effectiveness of the parent orientation in accounting for

variance in R gives among those with a high evaluation of local schools

is confined almost entirely to those of high- citizen orientation*

With regard to R is given and R is sought, the parent orientation

is more effective among those who have a high evaluation of the local

schools if the citizen orientation is low: However, if the citizen

orientation is high, the parent oritatatirm :aura effective among
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those who have a /ow evaluation of local schools.

Holding parent orientation constant, the citizen orientation has

more effect on R gives among those who have a high evaluation of local

schools; and among those who have a perception that economic conditions

are poor.

The greater effectiveness of the citizen orientation in accounting

for variance in R gives among those who have a high evaluation of the

local schools resides primarily among those who have a high parent

orientation.

In accounting for variance in R seeks, the citizen orientation is

more effective among those who have a high evaluation of local schools

or a high sense of pTide.

Variance in R is given is better accounted for by the citizen

orientation among those who have a low evaluation of local schools.

Similarly, variance in R. is sought is better .accounted for by the

citizen orientation among those who have a low evaluation of local

schools. Tice perception that economic conditions are good also enhances

the effectiveness of the citizen orientation in accounting for variance

in R. is sought.

The effectiveness of the citizen orientation in accounting for

variance in R. is given among those who have a low evaluation of the

local schools resides among those with a high parent orientation.

The same finding holds for variance in R is sought.
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Table 5.11 Initiative in Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen

Orientation and Evaluation of Local schools.*

Joint orientation:

Aspect of initiative/ Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent

evAluation low citizea high agml. law citizan hiajklzal

R gives:

Low 55% 71% 61% 514
z,

Medium 57% 40% 47% 60%

High 38% 46% 42% 68%

R seeks:

Low 21% 38% 52% 37%

Medium 23% 29% 42% 3496

.1)4 gh 18% 43% 40 49$

4 is tiven:

Low 46% 29% 36% 51%

Medium 55% 63% 56% 58%

High 68% k9% 67% AO

R is sought
i

Low 30% 12% 30% 39%

Medium 27% 25% 149% 29%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.3, by

joint orientation and evaluation of local schools. Levels of

evaluation aro defined in Table 3.8.

, ,.0,1Ffect,}CVIr ,-,VP ", ,
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Table 5.12 Initiative in 4formal Ccmunication by Parent-Citizen
Orientation and Pride in Local Schools.*

Joint orientation:,
Aspect of initiative/ Low parent, Low.parent; High paient, High parent

*24.401.12a922. jamas 1;low =a... en lik lus....it i zee low cition high calm
* give6;

Low 49% 49% 54% 59%

High 50% 48% 42% 63%

R seeks
Low 20% 27% 50% lld,(P

High 24 41% 42% 38%

R is givens

;sow 55% 50% 50% 52%

High 57% 56% 61% 51%

R is sought:
Low 31% 29% 33% 35%

High 29% 30% 40% 35%

*Percentages are of u3aighw comenuracators, as defined in Table 3.3, by
joint orientation and pride in local schools. Levels of pride are
defined in Table 3.8.

Table 5.13 Initiative in Ineormal Con .cation by Parent-Citizen
Orientation and Perceived Economic Conditions.*

Joint Orientation:

Aspect of initiative/ Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent
Pero. conditions___, low citiqen 114ga.c=az low Ott/tam high cAttam

R gives:
Poor 48% tophm.. 40 66%

Good 51% 11.9% 54 59%

.R seeks:
Poor 19% 33% 50% 4,5%

Good 24 36% 4.3% 314

11, is given:.
Poor 52% 56% 56% 50%

11..,,..0,..1.4 59% tze,A 4a Kqd
...2 ...- ---,-

Et is sought:
Poor 33% 23% 34$

29

Good 27% 34 40% , 37%

*Percentages are of Might' communicators, as defined iin Table 3.3, by
joint orientation and perceived economic conditions. Iievels of perceived
conditions are defined. in Table 3.8.



Nrs

t:

21=WIT21=5=attnewtmr=scremurilsraerrma...........-

School People

Tables 5.14 through 5,16 give the data on forms of initiative among

school people by various types of -characteristics.

None of the ei.-Lffereaces by demographic characteristics are of great

magnitude. Several are noteworthy, perhaps. Males tend to give and be

sought more; females are given and seek more. Younger school people

are more likely to be sought, but older ones to give.

A greater number of children seems here to bring parallel results

with those on scope in the previous chapter. That is, the active forms

Table 5.14 Initiative in Informal Communication among School People,
by Selected Demographic Characteristics.*

Aspect of Initiative:

Demographic Laza R seeks R is scivep R, s sought

Sex:

Male 59% 27% 53% 49%

Female 53% 31% 6k% 43%

Age:

40+ 60% 30% 60% 43%

20 . 39 51% 20 58% 49%

Number of children:

0 - 2 52% 26% 59% 45%

3+ 62% 36% 57% 47%

Length og gesidemce:

9 yrs, or less 56% 28% 60 14

10 yrs. or more 54% 31% 54 4796

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.3,

12421;SjrairACIONOMPIEMIMMUMMINE. V1.



of initiative are more likely among those with more children, just as

scope was greater among these people.

Short time residents are given more, at least to begin. the conver-

sations.

All of the participatory characteristics increase the likelihood

of R gives among school people, but particularly interest in local affairs

and efficacy.

Table Initiative in Informal Communication among School People,

by Selected Participatory Characteristics.*

Aspect of Initiative:

Participatory
Characteristic R elves R seeks R is ei.vaa R is sought

Efficacy:

Low 48% 29% 77% 39%

High 58% 29%
541 47%

Information exposure:

Zero to two 54% 35% 51% 35%

Three or more 56% 27% 60 49%

Intorest in local affairs:

Low 47% 314 59% 47%

High 63% 25% 59% k5%

Interest in nonlocal affairs:

Low

High

33% 58%

57% 24% 60 479

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.3.
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R seeks is not at all affected by efficacy. But is is more likely

among school people whose information exposure is low or whose interest

in local or nonlocal affairs is low.

t is given increases among low efficacy school people but also among

those with more information exposure. This is in contrast to R is sought

where high efficacy as well as high information exposure is related to a

greater likelihood of being sought.

There is a small tendency for more favorable school people and

those with more pride to have more R gives and R seeks forms of ;initiative.

The tandanoyiR larger with respect to R. is sought, which k also related

to perception of good economic conditions.

Table 5.16 Initiative in Informal Communication among School People,
by Selected Attitudinal Characteristics.*

Aspect of Initiative:

Attitudinal
Chkracteristic _ R i.ves R seeks R is given R tv squght

Evaluation of local schools:

Low 50% 25% 69% 31%

Medium 55% 31% 50% 439

High 7% 30% 62% 44

Pride

Low 5'4 27% 58% 41%

High 5* 31% 60% 49%

Perceived economic condition:

Poor 59% 31% 56% 38%

Good 55% 29% 61% 48%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.3.

WINI.O.M.../01Per
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The school people with moderate opinions of local schools are less

likely to be given information or opinion by someone else than their

moderate opinion counterparts among the parents.

The school people who are sought differ from high parent orientation

persons who are sought in several ways. The principal differences are

that school people sought tend to have more, not less, information ex-

posure while having low, not high, interest in nonlocal affairs. Interest

in local affairs makes no difference among school people in their being

sought. Efficacy does, but this may be seen as a consequence. Those who

are sought may feel that what they have to say about schools will make a

difference!

Ip Sum

Unlike scope of informal communication, which shows many similar

relationships to orientations in all its aspects, initiative firs have

diverse.relationships. Primarily for this reason, we shall organize the

summary by the four forms of initiative.

R gives is greater when both orientations are high, but if only one

is high there is no appreciable difference. Age, evaluation of local

schools, length of residence, and education show independent relations

with R gives. R gives is more likely among younger persons, among the

less educated, among short time residents, and among those who hold a

less favorable opinion of the local schools.

The effect of the parent orientation on R gives is greatest when

the person is either older or has a favorable opinion of local schools.

The effect of the citizeu orientation on R gives is greatest

when the person has a favorable opinion of the local schools, has less



3.45

information exposure, perceives economic conditions as poor, or is a

short time resident.

Thus, given the above, the joint effect of the orientations is

greatest when the person has a favorable view of the local schools.

There are a number of complex interactions which we shall state

from the point of view of the test variable -..since the orientations are

often not as important in accounting for initiative forms:

R gives is more likely with more: information exposure except

when parent orientation is low and citizen orientation high.

R gives is more likely with an unfavorable evaluation of

local schools except among high parent, high citizen orientation

persons.

R gives is more likely with high interest in nonlocal affairs

except when both orientations are low.

R gives is more likely among younger parents except when

both orientations are high.

Among school people, It gives is related to interest in local

affairs, number of childrenp and sense of efficacy.

R seeks as a form of initiative is more -highly related to parent

orientation than citizen orientation. There is an interaction, with

each orientation being more effective An the low condition of the other.

The citizen orientation is negatively related if the parent orientation

is high.

Sex and interest in local or nonlocal affairs have the highest

independent relationships with R seeks. Females and those with a high

interest in either local- or noraocal affairs are more likely to seek.

The parent orientation affects R seeks most among younger persons,
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those with a high interest in nonlocal affairs, and those with a low

interest in local affairs. The latter two contrast interestingly.

The orientations enter into several relationships with R seeks

thrYigh complex interactions:

High parent, low citizen parents are much more likely to

seek if they are younger.

Less educated parents tend to seek more except when they

are high on both orientations; thei; they seek much less.

School people with more children, less information exposure, and

low interest in local and nonlocal affairs are more likely to seek.

Neither orientation is related to R is given to any extent,

citizen orientation being only slightly negatively related. Bat a

number of other variables are related to It is given.

R is given is more likely among the more favorable toward local

schools, among the younger, among the more educated, and among those

with a high interest in local and nonlocal affairs.

The effect of education, age, and evaluation on R is given is

greater in the low parent condition than the high;. the effect of interest

nonlocal affairs on R is given is greater in the high parent condition.

The effect of education, evaluation, and interest in local affairs

on R is given is greater in the low citizen condition.

Among parents either of whose orientations are low, education

increases the likelihood of R is given; but among those whose orien-

tations are both high, it decreases the likelihood.

R is given is also more likely to occur among those favorable to

the local schools, except in the case where both orientations are high.

Among school, people, those of low efficacy, females, short time
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residents, and those with more information exposure show more R is given.

R. is sought is related to the parent orientation but not to the

citizen orientation. Other variables related to R is sought are:

Educationthe more educated are sought;

Sexfemales are more often sought;

Age--the younger are more often sought;

Interest in nonlocal affairs--those high in interest are

sought; and,

Evaluation of local schools--those favorable are more often

sought.

Interactions affect these general relationships, however.

The more educated are more likely to be sought if they are of low

parent, high citizen orientation.

Females of low parent orientation are more likely to be sought than

males, but males are more likely to be sought than females if both

orientations are high..

Those with high interest in nonlocal affairs are most likely to be

sought if they are of high parent, low citizen orientation.

Those with favorable opinions of local schools are more likely to

be sought except for those of high parent, high citizen orientation.

Information exposure among parents relates to R is sought only if

both orientations are low, and then only slightly. This contrasts with

school people, among whom information exposure increases the extent of

R is sought.

Another variable which characterizes school people who are more

often sought is a favorable opinion about local schools. A sense of

efficacy, more pride, and a perception of good economic conditions also

relate to R is sought among school people.



Chapter VI

Direction of Informal Communication

We have established somewhat arbitrarily an ordered set of respond-

ent categories which define direction with respect to school information.

We have assumed that those persons whose roles bring them closest to the

schools are more informed. On this basis we obtain the following ordering

of respondent groups, from high to low:

School people;

Public school parents;

Parents of preschool age children;

Private school parents;

Parents of postschool age children; and,

Nonparents.

Conversations with someone from a group higher on the list are

vertical up; those with someone from a group lower are vertical down;

and, those with someone from the same group are horizontal.

The concept of direction of informal communication has considerable

importance for a discussion of the dissemination and feedback of infor-

mation relating to schools. Knowledge of the kinds of persons who

engage in one or both vertical forms of conversation aids the communi-

cator in planning an informational program. Knowledge of who converses

in at least two directions is essential to our understanding of the

flow of information and influence.

The communication leader is a person who relays information from

- 148
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one person or agency to another. He may differ from others in no

characteristics other than that he does serve the relay function. He

may or may not be an opinion leader.

The relay function may be undertaken in several ways. It may con-

sist of talking with school people and then with other public school

parents-, It may consist of talking with other public school parents and

then with other kinds of parents or nonparents. It may be the reverse of

any of these. And there are other possibilities. It may consist of

acquiring some information from the mass media--or other public com-

munication --and conveying it to someone else, in any direction.1

In this chapter, we get a prel_miiinary look at the incidence of the

relay function, We are able to see if the same kinds of persons who are

high on one aspect of direction are high on another. (To be "high" on

either aspect of vertical conversation needs only one such conversation.)

In Chapter VIII, we shill see if the same person (not just the same kind

of person) engages in two different directions of conversation.

Table 6.1 gives the data on how parent and citizen orientations

relate to different aspects of direction.

The citizen orientation has the higher relationship with horizontal

conversations, averaging 12% to the parent orientation's

The parent orientation is more highly related to vertical up con-

versations, averaging 12% to the citizen orientation's 6%.

llhis last relgy function is that first designated as the "two-step flog

of communication." See: Elihu Katz, "The Two-Step Pict:if of Communi-

cation." in: Wilbur Schramm, Mass Communic-t'o s. University of

Illinois Press, Urbana, Illinois, 1960, pp. 3 . 5. He includes other

relay functions after reviewing studies of information and influence

flow.
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Neither orientation has much relation to vertical down conversations.

The parent orientation has a slight positive relationship (2%); the citizen

orientation has a slight negative relationship (3%).

Table 6.1 Direction of Informal Communication by Parent Orientation,
by Citizen Orientation, and by Parent-Citizen Orientation.*

Aspect of direction:

Oriental= Horizontal lertIzaljaa Vertical don

Parent:

High 65% 34% 19%

Low 57% 22% 17%

Citizen:

High 66% 31% 17%

Low 514 25%

Joint orientation:

High parent, high citizen 71% 35% 17%

High parent, low citizen 55% 3 22%

Low parent, high citizen 61% 26% 16%

Low parent, low citizen 54 18% 18%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.4.

Orientation3are defined in Table 3.6.

The interactive effects of the orientations vary by aspect of

direction. Jointly they account for 17% of the variance in both horizon-

tal and vertical up conversations; they have no linear relationship with

vertical down conversations.

in accounting for horizontal conversations, the parent orientation

has an effect only in the high citizen condition. The citizen orientation
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has an effect in both conditions of parent orientation, but has a stronger

effect in the high parent condition.

In contrast, the citizen orientation has an effect on vertical up

conversations only in the low parent condition. The parent orientation

has a stronger effect in the low citizen condition, but has some effect

also in the high citizen condition.

The high parent, low citizen group has the highest degree of verti-

cal down conversation- -just as it had more of two aspects of initiative:

R seeks and R is sought.

.Demographic Characteristics,

Tables 6.2 through 6.6 give the data on direction of informal

communication by orientations and demographic characteristics.

The average effect of the parent orientation on variance in hori-

zontal conversations is 8%. Among those of low education and high

citizen orientation this increases to 28%.

On the average, the parent orientation accounts for 12% of

variance in vertical up conversations. Among those who a **A vnrn and

of low citizen orientation, 2k of the variance is accounted for by the

parent orientation.

The parent orientation on the average had very little relationship

with vertical deiwn conversations, averaging only* We find among the

demographic characteristics that only in the combination of long time

residents and low citizen orientation is the figure raised much, and

then only to 8%.

Among older persons of high parent orientation, the citizen

orientation accounts for 28% of the variance in horizontal conversations,
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in comparison with an average of 12%.

In accounting for vertical up conversations, the citizen orientation

makes a difference of 23% among those males of low parent orientation, in

contrast to an average of 6°A.

The citizen orientation is generally negatively correlated with

vertical down conversations. This is strongest among those with low

education of high parent orientation, where the rlifference by citizen

orientation amounts to 12%.

Age and sex have the highest indepdendent relationships with

horizontal conversations. Age averages 16%. Sex averages 1%. Length

of residence has a negative relationship with horizontal conversations,

averaging about 5%. The short time residents show more horizontal

conversations than the long time resideats.

The effect of age on horizontal conversations is most pronounced

among those of high parent, low citizen orientation. The effect of sex

on horizontal conversations is greatest among those of high parent, high

citizen orientation. In the former there is a difference of 30% between

young and old persons; an in the latter instance there is a difference

of 20% between males and females.

Sex has the highest independent relationship with vertical up

conversations. However, the relationship is negative, averaging about

9%. Males of high citizen orientation, and particularly those of low

parent, high citizen orientation, show more vertical up conversations

than females.

This furnishes nn interesting contrast to th6 finding reported in

Chapter V that females were more likely to seek than males. In Chapter

VIII we shall have more to report on the relationship of seeking to contact

4

e

4
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school people.

The highest positive relationship with vertical up and vertical down

conversations is held by length of residence, which averages about 7% and

3%, respectively.

In two groups where opinion leadership has been indicated by the

persons being sought (Chapter V.the low parent, high citizen and high

parent, low citizen groups), length of residence is negatively correlated

with horizontal conversations but positively correlated with both vertical

up and vertical down conversations

None of the demographic characteristics have much of an independent

relationship with vertical down conversations, the largest being an average

4% negative relationship between number of children and vertical down

conversations.

The slight tendency for those with more children to show less

vertical down conversations is most noticeable among those of low parent,

low citizen orientation.

The joint effect of the two orientations on horizontal conversations

is_muChzreater.among those of low education. and those who are short time

residents of the _community. It is somewhat greater among those who are

females and those who have more children.

The joint effect of the two orientations on vertical up conversations

is greater among males and those with more children.

Although the two orientations have little relationship with vertical

down conversations, there is something of a relationship between the two

orientations and vertical down conversations among males and those of

higher education. In both cases the effects are relatively small.



154,

Of the demographic characteristics: age adda the most to the parent

orientation in jointly accounting for horizontal conversations. Together

they average about 20% of the variance accounted for. In accounting for

vertical up conversations, length of residence adds to parent orientation

more them an; 044. onew
%. WW4V.L. Together they average about 2O of the variance

accounted for.

None of the demographic characteristics adds much to parent orien-

tation in jointly accounting for vertical dawn conversations. Age 01

length of residence with parent orientation each average about 5% of the

variance accounted ford

The combination of sex and parent ori6ntation is more effective in

accounting for variance in horizontal conversations among those of high

citizen orientation, but more effective in accounting for variance in

vertical up and vertical down conversations among those of low citizen

orientation. The combination of parent orientation and number of children

is somewhat effective in accounting for horizontal conversations among

those of high citizen orientation.

The demographic characteristic which together with citizen orien-

tation best accounts for horizontal conversations is age. Together they

account for about 30% of the variance in horizontal conversations.

The joint effectiveness of age and citizen orientation in account-

ing for horizontal conversations is stronger among those of high parent

orientation.

Length of residence is the best of the demographic characteristics

in conjunction with citizen orientation in accounting for vertical up

conversations. Together they average about 12%. Their joint effect

is greater among those of low parent orientation.
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The general negative relationship between citizen orientation and

vertical down conversations is supplemented somewhat by number of children.

Together they reach about 8% in a negative relationship.

The effect of the two orientations in accounting for horizontal

conversitions together was 17%. If we add age, this figure rises to 29%

of the variance accounted. for. Sex and education also add to the effect-

iveness of the two orientations in accounting for horizontal conversations.

While several of the demographic variables aid the two orientations

in accounting for horizontal conversations, none of them add much in

accounting for vertical up conversations. Education makes a slight con-

tribu.tioh, such that the three together account for 21% of the variance

in vertical up conversations, as compared to 17% by the two orientations

alone.

No combination of a_demagraphic..-variable-alad_the_two,..orientations

yields any appreciable variance accounted for in vertical down conver-

sations. The largest is a negative relationship of 7% when number of

children is added to the two orientations--less than that given by

citizen orientation and number of children without parent orientation.

Age and length of residence both affect the general tendency for

each orientation to be more effective in accounting for horizontal

conversations in the high condition of the other orientation. This

tendency holds for older persons and those of long time residence.

The tendency for each .orientation to be more effective in the low

condition of the other orientation in accounting for vertical up conver-

sations is most pronounced among younger persons and long time residents

of the community. Among older persons and short time residents of the

community, each orientation is more effective in accounting for vertical
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up conversations in the high condition of the other orientation.

Among short time residents, each orientation is more effective in

accounting for variance in vertical down conversations in the high condivi-.

tion of the other orientation. Among lo4g time residents of the community,

however, each orientation is more effective in accounting for variance in

vertical down conversations in the low condition of the other orientation.

Holding citizen orientation constant, the effect of the parent orien-

tation on horizontal conversations is much greater among those with less

education and among short time residents of the community. It is also

somewhat greater among those who are younger.

The effect of the parent orientation on vertical up conversations

is somewhat greater among those with more children, younger persons,

and those who are short time residents of the community.

Dtmographic characteristics do not affect the relationship between

parent orientation and vertical down conversations appreciably. The

parent orientation is only slightly more effective among those with

high education in accounting for vertical down conversations.

The parent orientation is more effective in accounting for variance

in horizontal and vertical up conversations among younger persons if

the citizen orientation is low

The parent orientation is more effective in accounting for variance

in aspects of direction among short time residents of the community if

the citizen orientation is low, for horizontal conversations, or high,

for vertical up and vertical down conversations.

Holding parent orientation constant, the citizen orientation is

more effective in accounting for horizontal conversations among those of

low education, short time residents, older persons, and those with more

children.
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The effectivaness of the citizen orientation in accounting for

vertical up conversations is greater among those with more children and

long time residents of the community. The effectiveness in accounting

for vertical down conversations is greater among younger persons and

those with mry e children.

The citizen orientation is much more effective in accounting for

variance in horizontal. and vertical up conversations among older persons

if the parent orientation is high. The citizen orientation is primarily

effective in accounting for horizontal conversations among short time

residents when the parent orientation is low.

Similarly, the citizen orientation is more effective in accounting

for variance in vertical up and vertical down conversations among long

time residents when the parent orientation is low.

Table 6.2 Direction of Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen

Orientation and Sex.*

Aspect of Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,

0.rectiophex low citizen, hieh citizen, 2 .0. T.LVAtilacia Willetjaaat;,

Horizontal:

Male 50% 51% ** 55%

Female 55% 67% 57% 75%

Vertical up:

Male 14$ 37%
** 45%

Fatale 19% 19% 33% 32%

Vertical down:

Male 11% 20% ** 18%

Female 20% 14% 23% 17%

*Percentages are of fthight, communicators, as defined in Table 3.k, by

joint orientation and sex.

**Only nine cases of males who were high parent, low citizens were found,.

liaggalreolaRIOCC.Mmosatoonomma.m...z.

4

.?



158

Table 6.3 Direction of Informa3. Communication by Parent-Citizen
Orientation and Age.*

Joint drientation:

Aspect of Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,
direa1121..sex low citizen, high citiien low citizen high citizen

Horizontal:
40 yrs. or more 47% 55% 37% 65%

20-39 yrs. 59% 67% 61 76%

Vertical up:

40 yrs. or more 22% 26% 28% 37%

20 - 39 yrs. 14% 28% 34 33%

Vertical down:

40 pm or more 18% 12% 23% 15%

20 - 39 yrs. 17% 21% 21% 19%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.44 by
joint orientation and age.

Table 6.4 Direction of Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen
Orientation and Education.*

Joint orientation:

Aspect of Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,
directionieduc. low citizen high citizen law citizen, high citizen

Horizontal:

High school or less 444 54PA 5E1% 82%

Some college or more 62% 63% 53% 67%

Vertical up:

High school or less 15% 23% 30% 26%

Some college or more 20% 27% 36% 36%

Vertical down:

High school or less 19% 19% 2 d 12$

Some college or more 17% 16% 21% 18%

*Percentages are of "high" conmranicat rs, as defined in Table 3.4, by
joint orientation and education.

o
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Table 6.5 Direction of Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen

Orientation and Number of Children.*

Joint orientation:

Aspect of direction/ Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent

po. of children ;Low citizen high...damn, ...mlo.si.tizen. high citMen

Forizontal:

1 or 2 58% 59% 55% 68%

3+ 49% 62% 5 72%

Vertical up:

1 or 2 21% 25% 32% 29%

3 + 16% 28% 36% 39%

Vertical dawn:

1 or 2 23% 15% 26% 18%

3+ 1 18% 19% 16%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.4, by

joint orientation and number of children.

Table 6.6 Direqtion of Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen

Orientation and Length of Residence.*

Joint.orientation:
Aspect of direction/ Low parent, Low parerit, High parent, High parent

residence citizen hilLck...mtizlow,citizen high citizen,

Horizontal:

9 yrs. or less:. 49% 67% 60% 77%

10 yrs. or more 61% 55% 52% 6$

Vertical up:

9 yrs or less 18% 15% 29% 35%

10 yrs. or more 17% 35% 36% 36%

Vertical down:

9 yrs or less 18% 11% 17% 18%

10 yrs. or more 17% 20% 25% 15%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.44 by

joint orientation and length of residence.
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Participator. Characteristics

Tables 6.7 through 6.10 report the data on direction of informal

communication by orientations and particizato...7 characteristics.

The parent orientation, which on the average accounts for 8.13 of the

variance in horizontal conversations, accounts for 19% of the variance

among those with high interest in nonlocal affairs and a low citizen

orientation. Among those with high information ei-cposure and a high

citizen orientation, it accounts for 15% of the variance.

The parent orientation accounts for 24% of the variance in vertical

up conversations among those with low interest in local affairs and a

citizen orientation. This compares with an average _of 12%.

The. parent orientation accounts for..11%...of _the ,.variance.in vertical_

down conversations...among those with high int.er.est_in_nonlocalafrairs

_and.a low.aitizen-orientation,. As -contrastedzdth-an.avera of .2% overall.

The citizen -orientation--whicht -the-azerage* _accounts _for...12% of

the. valtlance....horizontra -conversations, .accounts .for 24...of the Icartance

among those with ,a, ZAISO Jefir.a.cy-and-a-liglz-parent _orIzatatian.

The citizen orientation..accounts for 14 ...of the .,3 nianc.e._in vertical

up conversations among those with a low sense of efficacy and a low

parent orientation, as compared to an average of 6%.

The slight negative relationship between citizen orientation and

vertical down conversations is strongest in the high-participation

condition, whatever the aspect of participation, and particularly among

those with a high interest in nonlocal affairs who have a high parent

orientation, where there is a difference of 15%.

The only participatory characteristics which have an independent

relationship with horizontal conversations are interests in local and
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nonlocal affairs. The latter averages about 7%; the former about 6%.

The optimum effect of the two interest variables on horizontal

conversations occurs under different conditions. Interest in local

affairs has its strongest impact among those of low parent, low citizen

orientation, whereas interest in nonlocal affairs has its greatest im-

pact among those with a high parent, low citizen orientation, where it

makes a difference of MA

Both of these findings are consistent with earlier reports. We

have said that interest in local affairs seems to be a functional equi-

valent for one or both of the orientations, having its effect in their

absence rather than their presence. We have also noted that female

parents of.high parent, low citizen orientation with a high interest in

nonlocal affairs appear to be communication leaders--and potential

opinion leaders.

Information exposure has a relationship with vertical up conver-

sations that averages about 6%. None of the. participatory characteristics

has much of a relationship with vertical down conversations. The lighest,

efficacy,-averages about 4%.

Information:qxposurets relationship with vertices. up conversations

is strongest (11%) among those of high parent, law citizen orientation.

efficacy's relationship with vertical down conversations is

strongest (10%) among those of high parent, low citizen orientation.

Examination of all of the tables in this chapter shows that interest

in nonlocal affairs is the only test variable that has a positive relation-

ship with all three aspects of direction among persons who are high on

at least one orientation. This can be sea to hold for the low

parent, high citizen group and the high parent, low citizen group. The
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relationships with vertical up conversations are small, howevt,L-.

The joint effect of the two orientations on horizontal conversations

is greater in the low participatory condition for all aspects of partici-

pation except interest in nonlocal affairs, where the joint effect is

greater among those with a high interest*

For vertical up conversations, the joint effect of the two orien-

tations is uniformly greater in the low participation condition.

For vertical down conversations, the joint effect of the two orien-

tations on the variance is again greater in the low participatory condition.

An exception is efficacy, which does not seem to make any difference.

The participatory characteristic which together with parent

orientation best accounts for variance in horizontal conversations is

interest in nonlocal affairs. The two together account for about 16% of

the variance in horizontal conversations::

The joint effect of interest in nonlocal affairs and parent orien-

tation an horizontal conversations is little affected by the citizen

orientation. However, the joint effect of interest in local affairs

and parent orientation is greater on horizontal conversations among

those who have a high citizen orientations:

All the participatory characteristics combine relatively well with

parent orientation in accounting for vertical up oonversations. The

3_,,...gezt jowl, "fe,mrt 4 Q achieved by iTtforitAticm exposure and narent

orientation, which together account for about 18% of the variance in

vertical up conversations.

No combination of a participatory characteristic and the parent

orientation has much of an impact on vertical down conversations, the

largest being about 5% when either aspect of interest is combined with
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parent orientation.

The joint effect of any participatory characteristic and parent

orientation in accounting for either vertical up or vertical down

conversations is uniformly greater in the low citizen condition.

A combination of citizen orientation with either aspect of interest

accounts for about 16% of the variance in horizontal conversations. A

combination of efficacy and citizen orientation accounts for about 13%

of the variance.

While the joint effect of interest in local affairs and citizen

orientation on horizontal conversations is more effective among those

with low parent orientation, the combination of interest in nonlocal

affairs and citizen orientation is more effective among those with a

high parent orientation.

With vertical up conversations the combination of information ex-

posure and citizen orientation accounts for .about 12% of the variance,

With vertical .dawn conversations the small negative correlation between

citizen orientation and vertical down conversations is increased to 5%

by the combination of information-expasure..and.mitizen orientation.

. -.Any ...00315.4232 .4f 4..participatory zhazacteristic-alut..oitizen

orifutation..is-mors Affactivs in-accounting .,tor vertir.al-up _convazzations

if the-pannt =imitation -is low.

The addition of interest in local affairs to the two orientations

gives a joint effect of 25% of the variance in horizontal conversations

accounted. for, as compared to the 17% accounted for by the two orien-

tations alone.

Where the two orientations account for 17% of the vertical up

conversations, the addition of efficacy increases the joint effect to 23%.
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No participatory characteristic added to the orientations alters

the relationship between them and vertical down conversations to any

appreciable extent.

Several participatory characteristics affect the general tendency

for each orientation to be more effective in,accounting for variance in

horizontal conversations in the high condition of:the other orientation.

This general tendency holds when information exposure is high or when

interest in local affairs is high, but it tends to also hold, when interest

in nonlocal affairs is low.

Each orientation is more effective in accounting for vertical up

conversations in the high condition of the other among those persons whose

interest in local affairs is law; but among those whose interest in local

affairs is high, each orientation is more effective in the low condition

a the other,

Simi1ar17, each orientation is more effective in the low condition

of the other in accounting for vertical down conversations among those

with a high interest in nonlocal affairs, but more effective in the high

condition of the other orientation among those whose interest in nonlocal

affairs is low.

Holding citizen orientation constant, the effect of the parent

orientation on horizontal conversations is greater among those whose in4

tercet in local affairs is low: tint greater among those vhose interest in

nonlocal affairs is high. This parallels the Chapter V finding on R seeks.

In accounting for variance in vertical up conversations, the effect

of the parent orientation is elLo greater when the interest in local

affairs is low.

What little effect the parent orientation has on vertical down
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conversations is greater among those whose efficacy is high, but also

greater among those with low information exposure,

The greater effectiveness of the parent orientation in accounting

for horizontal conversations among those whose interest in local affairs

is low occurs primarily among those whose c itizen orientation is also

low, and the greater effectiveness of the parent orientation among those

mith high interest in nonlocal affairs in accounting for horizontal

conversations likewise occurs primarily among those whose citizen orien-

tation is low.

However, the greater effectiveness of the parent orientation in

accounting for vertical up conversations among those with a low interest

in local affairs occurs primarily among those with high citizen orientation.

Returning to horizontal conversations, the effect of the parent

orientation is affected by information exposure -ii we introduce

citizen orientation to show counterbalancing effects. If the citizen

orientation is high, then the parent orientation is more effective in

accounting for horizontal conversations among those whose information

exposure is also high. But if the Citizen orientation is low, then

the parent orientation is more effective in accounting for horizontal

conversations among those whose information exposure is also low.

In accounting for vertical down conversations the parent orien-

tation is more effective among those whose interest in nonlocal affairs

is high if the citizen orientation is low, but more effective among those

whose interest in nonlocal affairs is low itthe citizen orientation is

high.

Holding parent orientation constant, the effect of the citizen

orientation on horizontal conversations is greater among those with a
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low sense of efficacy and those with low information exposure.

The effect of the citizen orientation on vertical up conversations

and vertical down conversations is alwe,rys greater in the low participatory

condition.

The converse of these interactions hold.. AU of the participatory

characteristics are more effective in accounting for any aspect of direc-

tion in the low citizen condition. They tend to be functional equivalents

with respect to aspects of direction, just as they are with all aspects of

scope (see Chapter IV).

The greater effectiveness of the citizen orientation in accounting

for horizontal conversations among those with low information exposure

occurs primarily among those of low parent orientation*

The parent orientation differentially affects the interaction of

cAtizar. oriaztation and intercet in lee*, 35"14 "nYll 0ttal a_f_fa_3-__rs in

accounting for horizontal conversations. When the parent orientation is

high, the citizen orientation is more effective in accounting for hori-

zontal conversations among those with a high -interest in local affairs.

When the parent orientation is low, the citizen orientation is more

effective among those whose interest in nonlocal affairs is high, but

more effective among those whose interest in local affairs is low.

When the parent orientation is low, the citizen orientation is more

effective in accounting for vertical up conversations among those whose

interest in local Affairs is high. But when the parent orientation is

high, the citizen orientation is more effective among those whose interest

in local affairs is low.

Similarly, in accounting for vertical down conversations, when.

the parent orientation is low, the citizen orientation is more effective
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among those who have a high interest in nonlocal affairs. Among those

whose parent orientation is high, the citizen orientation is mare

effective among those whose interest in nonlocal affairs is low.

Table 6.7 Direction of Informal Communication by Parent- Citizen

Orientation and Efficacy.*

Joint Orientation:

Aspect of Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,

directii.on/efficacv low citizen high citizen low citizen high citizen

Horizontal:

low 53% 65% 48% 75%

High 54 58% 57% 69%

Vertical up:

Low 13% 32% 30% 33%

......, 4
High 440 22 35% 36%

Vertical down:

Low 16% 18% 15% 14%

High 19% 15% 25% 18%

*Percentages are of "high', communicators, as defined in Table 3.4, by

joint orientation and efficacy. Levels of efficacy are defined in

Table 3.7.
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Table 6.8 Direction of Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen
Orientation and Information Exposure.*

Joint orientation:

Aspect of direction Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent
/info. exposure 1.1.oeltima high citizen low citizen, hi. citizen

Horizontal:

Zero to two 4.7% 68% 53% 70%

Three + 63% 56% 56% 71%

Vertical up:

Zero to two 15% 22% 26% 35%

Three + 22% 29% 37% 35%

Vertical down:

Zero to two 18% 16% 20 25%

Three + 18% 17% 21% 15%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.44 by

joint orientation and information exposures.

Table 6.9 Direction of Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen
Orientation and Interest in Local Affairi.*

Joint orientation:

Aspect of,direction Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,

anterest, loc. law citiam high citizen low citizen, high citizen,

Horizontal:

Low

High

Vertical up:

Low 17% 19% 30% 43%

High 19% 34% 37% 31%

Vertical down:

Low 14% 17% 21% 16%

High 23% 16% 23% 18%

47%

64%

56%

66%

60% 68%

51% 72%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.44 by

joint orientation and interest in local affairs. Levels of interest

are defined in Table 3.7.

z
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Table 6.10 Direction of Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen

Orientation and Interest in Non -Local Affairs.*

Joint orientation:

Aspect of direction/ Low parent, Lau parent, High parent, High parent,

interest, nonlocal low citizen high citizen, lasitim him zar
Horizontal:

Low 55% 59% 51% 68%

High 52% 64% 71% 75%

Vertical, up

33% 36%

38% 33%

Low 15% 25%

High 22% 27%

Vertical down:

Low 18% 14%

High 18% 21%

20% 19%

29% 14%

*Percentagect are of nhieln communicators, as defined in Table 3.44 by

joint orientation and interest in nonlocal affairs. Levels of interest

are defined in Tabole 3.7.

Attitudinal. Chcteristics

Tables 6.11 through 7.13 report the data on direction of informal

communication by orientations and attitudinal characteristics.

Among those who have a law evaluation of the schools and a high

citizen orientation, the effect of the parent orientation on horizontal

conversations is-28%, in comparison with the average of 8 %.

The effect of the parent orientation on vertical up conversations,

which is on the average 12%, increases to 36% among those who have a low

evaluation of the local schools and whose citizen orientation is low.

The highest positive relationship with vertical, down conversations

,11114011.0
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achieved by the parent orientation occurs among those who perceive

economic conditions as being good and who have a low citizen orientation.

The figure is 12%, in contrast to an average of 2%. Among those who have

a low evaluation of the local schools and have a high citizen orien-

tation, there is a negative relationship amounting to 14$ between parent

orientation and vertical down conversations.

The citizen orientation, which an the average accounts for i$

of the variance in horizontal conversations, accounts for 26% of the

variance among those with a low evaluation of local schools and a high

parent orientation, and 25% of the variance among those who perceive

economic conditions as poor and who have a high parent orientation.

Among those who have a low evaluation of the local schools and a

low parent orientation, the citizen orientation accounts for 22% of the

variance in 7ertical up conversations, as compared with an average of 6%0

Again, among those of low parent orientation with a low evaluation

of local schools, the citizen orientation accounts for 14% of the vertical

down conversations, in contrast to the usual small negative relationship.

The negative relationship amounts to 14% among those who perceive

economic conditions as good and whose parent orientation is high.

None of the attitudinal characteristics has much of an independent

relationship with any aspect of direction. Pride-averages about a 5%

relationship with horizontal conversations. Perception of economic

condition averages about 4% in a negative relationship with vertical up

conversations, and pride averages about 3% with vertical down donversations.

Evaluation of local schools does have some impact on each aspect

of direction under certain conditions of the two orientations. It

accounts for 18% of the variance in horizontal conversations among
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those of high parent, low citizen orientation. It also accounts for 18%

of the variance in vertical up conversations, but this time among those

of low parent, low citizen orientation. And it accounts for 18% of the

vertical down convey4tions among those of low parent, high citizen °rim-

tation--this time in a negative relationship..

The joint effect of the two orientations in accounting for horizon-

tal conversations is considerably greater among those who have a low

evaluation of the local schools or those who perceive economic conditions

as bedng poor.

The joint effect of the two orientations on vertical up conversations

is greater among thoge who have a low evaluation of local schools, but

also among those who perceive economic conditions as being good.

In accounting for vertical down conversations, the joint effect of

the two orientations is greater among those with less pride in the local

schools.

Of the attitudinal characteristics, evaluation of local schools

combines best with parent orientation in accounting for 'variance in

horizontal and vertical up conversations. The two together account for

19% of the horizontal conversations and about 15% of the vertical up

conversations.

The joint effect of evaluation of local schools and parent orien-

tation in accounting for variance in horizontal and vertical up conver-

sations is greater among those of low citizen orientation.

No attitudinal characteristic added to parent orientation accounts

for mach variance in vertical down conversations. The best, pride,

with parent orientation gives only about 5% differentiation.

While the average effect of any combination of an attitudinal
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characteristic and parent orientation in accounting for vertical down

conversations is generally low, if the citizen orientation is low the

joint effect is greater.

The average joint effect of the citizen orientation and pride on

horizontal conversations, or of citizen orientation and perceived economic

conditions is about 16%.

In accounting for vertical up conversations, evaluation of local

schools is the best of the attitudinal characteristics in combination with

citizen orientation. Together they account for about 12% of the variance.

No combination of attitudinal characteristic and citizen orientation

accounts for variance in vertical down conversations.

The joint effect of eithlr pride or economic conditions with citizen

orientation in accounting for horizontal conversations is little affected

by the parent orientation condition. However, the joint effect of

evaluation of local schools and citizen orientation in accounting for

vertical up conversations is much greater among those of low parent

orientation.

None of the attitudinal characteristics adds much to the two

orientations when three are used to account for variance in horizontal

conversations. Perceived economic condition and the two orientations

account for 22% of the variance, compared with an average ox' 17% for the

two on citations alone.

The joint effect of the two orientations and evaluation of local

schools on vertical up conversations is sizeable. They account for 31%

of the variance, largely due to the absence of vertical up conversations

among persons of low parent, low citizen orientation who see the schools

unfavorably. It should also be noted with regard to vertical up
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conversations that those with moderate evaluations are unusually high,

compared with their activity in horizontal and vertical down conversations.

The addition of evaluation of local schools to the two orientations

accounts for 7% ae the variance in vertical down conversations. This is

not very much, but it is the most effective three variable set in

accounting for vertical down conversations. In general, some interaction

of the three variables rather than a total effect is more helpful in

accounting for vertical down conversations.

The tendency for each orientation to be more effective in the high

condition of the other orian.i.ation in accounting for horizontal con-

versations is particularly evident among those with low evaluation of

local schools.

Each orientation is more effective in accounting for variance in

vertical up or vertical down conversations in the low condition of the

other if the evaluation of local schools is low.

Perception of economic condition affects the interaction of the

two orientations in accounting for vertical down conversations. If

the economic condition is perceived as poor, each orientation is more

effective in the high condition of the other. If it is perceived to be

good, each orientation is more effective in the low condition of the other

orientation.

Holding citizen orientation constant, the parent orientation is

more effective in accounting for horizontal conversations in the low

condition of any attitudinal characteristic, particularly among those

with less pride.

The greater effectiveness of the parent orientation in accounting

for horizontal conversations among those whose evaluation of the local

...ezsozqszt,V=a3MIRUY
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schools is low occurs primarily among those whose citizen orientation is

high,

In accomting for vertical up conversations, the parent orientation

is more effective among those who have a low evaluation of the local

schools, and also more effective among those who perceive economic

conditions as being good.

In accounting for vertical up conversations, the greater effective.

ness of the parent orientation among thsoe whose evaluation of the local

schools is low occurs primarily among those whose citizen orientation is

also low.

Vertical down conversations are best accounted for by the parent

orientation among those who have a high evaluation of local schools.

The greater effectiveness of the parent orientation in accounting

for variance in vertical down conversations among those whose evaluation

of the local schools is high occurs primarily among those of high citizen

orientation,

The condition of the citizen orientation also affects the inter.

action of parent orientation and perceived economic condition in

accounting for vertical down conversations. When the citizen orientation

is low, the parent orientation is more effective among those who perceive

economic conditions as good, but when the citizen orientation is high,

the parent orientation is more effective in accounting for vertical down

conversations among those who perceive economic conditions as poor,

Holding parent orientation constant, the citizen orientation has

more effect on horizontal conversations among those who have a low

evaluatlan of the local schools and those who perceive economic

conditions as being poor,

41
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The greater effectiveness of the citizen orientation in accounting

for horizontal conversations among those who have a low evaluation of the

local schools occurs primarily among those of high parent orientation.

In accounting for vertical up conversations, the citizen orien-

tation is more effective among those who perceive economic conditions

as being good.

The parent orientation affects the interaction of citizen orien-

tation and evaluation of local schools accounting for vorticel up

conversations. When the parent orientation.is high, the citizen orien-

tation is more effective among those who have a high evaluation of the

local schools, but when the parent orientation is low the citizen orien-

tation is more effective among those who perceive the local schools

less favorably.

The effect of the citizen orientation on vertical down conversations

is greater in the low condition of all attitudinal characteristics. In

fact, the relationship is positive on the average under these conditions,

in contrast to the overall negative relationship between citizen orien-

tation and vertical down conversations.

The greater effect of the citizen orientation in accounting for

vertical down conversations among those whose evaluation of the 1(108.1

schools is low occurs primarily among those of low parent orientation.

Its greater effectiveness among those who perceive economic conditions

as poor occurs primarily among those whose parent orientation is high.
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Table 6.11 Direction of Wormal Communication by Parent-Citizen

Orientation and Evaluation of Local Schools.*

Aspect of direction/
eval4ation

Low parent,
low citizen

Horizontal:

Low ( 48%

Medium 55%

High 62%

Vertical up:

Low 3%

Medium 25%

High 21%

Vertical down:

Low 15%

Medium 18%

High 21%

Joint orientation:

Low parent, High parent, high parents

highcitizen low citizen ash citizen

50% 52% 78%

69% 47% 70%

52% 70% 66%

25% 39%

24% 38%

31% 24%

29% 17%

15% 20%

11% 30% 22%

32%

40%

34%

15%

14%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.4, by

joint orientation and evaluation of local schools. Levels of

evaluation are defined in Table 3.8.

Table 6.12 Direction of Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen

Orientation and Pride in Local Schools.*

Joint orientation

Aspect of Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,

grectionforide low citizen high citizen lqw cAtizqn hish citizen

Horizontal:

Low 51% 56% 56% 70%

High 60% 67% 54%

Vertical up:

wok, 17% 26% ,(1)wok,

High 19% 26% 30%

Vertical down:

Low 14% 16% 19% 20%

High 24 17% 26% 159

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.4 by

joint orientation and pride in local schools. Levels of pride are

defined in Table 3.8.

71%

35%

35%
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Table 6.13 Direction of Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen
Orientation and Perceived Economic Conditions.*

Joint orientation:

Aspect of direction/ Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,
perc. conditions low citizen high citizen kiljaLlagl high citizen

Horizontal:

Poor 46% 60% 50% 75%

Good 61% 61% 59% 68%

Vertical up:

Poor 26% 29% 36% 30%

Good 10% 241% 33% 38%

Vertical down:

Poor 19% 15% 114 20%

Good 17% 17% 29% 15%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.4, by
joint orientation and perceived economic conditions. Levels of
perceived conditions are defined in Table 3.8.

School peo4e

Tables 6.14. thrbugh 6.16 report direction of informal communication

among school people by the various demc)graphic, participatory, and

attitudinal characteristics.

Of the demographic variables, only age has much impact on horizontal

conversations. The younger school people show more horizontal conversations.

However, the older school people show more vertical down conversations.

So do those who have lived in the district longer. The biggest difference

in vertical down conversations comes with number of children. Those school

people with three or more have more vertical down conversations.
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Table 6.14 Direction of Informal Communication among School People,
by Selected Demographic Characteristics.*

Aspect of direction**

Demographic
chugdpristic Horizontal Vertical down

Sex:

Male 49% 67%

Female 64%

Age

40+ 45% 70%

20-39 57% 61%

Number of children:

0 . 2 51% 59%

3+ 48% 79%

Length of residence:

9 yrs. or less 53% 61%

10 yrs. or more 48% 68%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.4.

* *By definition, school people have no vertical up conversations*

T+ appears that the school pAnple whn ?re likely to have

contact with parents--and members of other categories.-are those most

like the parents themselves in demographic characteristics.

Among the participatory characteristics, only efficacy appears

related to horizontal conversations. Those school people with a high

sense of efficacy are less likely to engage in horizontal conversations.

Information exposure and interest in local affairs make it more

likely that a school person will have more vertical down conversations.

Efficacy shows a slight relation with such conversations also.

4
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Table 6.15 Direction of Informal Communication among School People,

by Selected Participatory Characteristi6.*

Participatory
Aspect of direction:**

Characteristic, Horizontal 11211101 down,

Efficacy:

Low 68% 61%

High 47% 67%

Infonnation exposure:

9mion
emrweibtl

Three or more

Interest in local affairs:

Low

High

Interest in nonlocal affairs:

Low

High

47%

52%

52%

149%

43%

73%

56%

7$

519 6$

50% 67%

*Percentages are of 'high" communicators, as defined in Table

**By definition, school people have no vertical up conversations.

The effects of information exposure and interest in local affairs

would appear to be due to the greater likelihood of contact with non-

school persons that such (participatory) activity-implies. In Chapter

Uwe noted that those school people with a high interest in local

affairs and high information exposure had greater scope of conversants.

Horizontal conversations-among school people are more likely if

a favorable evaluation of local schools is held, if there is a sense

of pride in then, and if economic conditions are seen as good.
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Table 6.16 Direction of Informal Communication among School People,

by Selected Attitudinal Characteristics. *

Aspect of direction:**

Attitudinal
Characteris4c Horizontal

Evaluation of local schools:

Low 38% 56%

Medium 48% 74%

High 50 614

Pride

Low 41% 65%

High 58% 66%

Perceived economic conditions:

Poor 46% 56%

53% 69%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.4.

**By definition, school people have no vertical up conversations.

Vertical down conversations are more likely if school persons see

economic conditions as good or if they have,a favorable opinion of the

local schools, but most likely if they have a moderate opinion of the

schools. This latter corresponds to the situation among parents of

public school children (Table 6.11), where vertical up conversations

are relatively high among those of moderate opinion.

A

4
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In Snmmary

The most significant result of our analysis is that we find, no

variable, orientation or test variable, that is highly-. -and consistently

--related to more than one aspect of direction. This does not augur well

for our subsequent analyses of the relay function. We are not very

hopeful that we can find persons who converse more frequently in a

horizontal direction who also have contacts with persons closer to or

farther from the schools.

The citizen orientation is the more important of the two orien-

tations in accounting for horizontal conversations. The parent orien-

tation has its effect only in the high citizen condition.

The citizen orientation is most effective in accounting for

horizontal conversations (25% - 28%) if the parent orientation is high

and any one of theseoonditions obtains: older, less educated, low

efficacy, unfavorable evaluation of local schools, or perception that

economic conditions are poor.

Sex and age have sizeable independent relationships with hrizontal

conversations, averaging 14% and 16% respectively.

The joint effect of the orientations on horizontal conversations

is greater among those with less education, those with unfavorable views

of the local schools, and those who see economic conditions as poor.

Age and citizen orientation account for about 30% of the variance

in hoTizontal conversations, in comparison to 17% accounted for by the

two orientations. The joint effect of age and citizen orientation is

greater (39%) in the high parent condition.

The tendency for each orientation to be more effective in
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accounting for horizontal conversations in the high condition of the

other holds most strongly when information exposure or interest in

local affairs is highor when interest in nonlocal affairs is low.

On the other hand, holding parent orientation constant, the citizen

orientation is more effective in accounting for horizontal conversations

among those with less information exposure. Most of this anomaly is

seen to reside in the contingency that more informatI-32 exposure enhances

the effectiveness of the citizen orientation .only if the parent orien-

tation is also high.

Vertical up conversations are more highly related to the parent

orientation than to the citizen orientation. The latter has a

relationship only when the parent orientation is low.

The optimum condition for the effectiveness of the parent orien-

tation in accounting for vertical up conversations is that of low

citizen orientation and unfavorable evaluation of :focal schools.

Among those persons, it accounts for 36% of the variance.

If tije parent orientation is low, the citizen orientation accounts

for 23% of the variance in vertical up conversations among males and

for 22% of the variance among those unfavorable to the local schools.

Sex has the highest independent relationship with vertical up

conversations, a negative relationship of about -9%. The males are more

likely than the females to have vertical up conversationsparticularly

among those of low parent, high citizen orientation.

Education, length of residence, and information exposure have

small. indeplindent relationships with vertical up conversations.

Those public school. parents who are low on both orientation and

who have an unfavorable opinion of the local schools are very unlikely



to have any vertical up conversations.

Hat those parents of any orientation who have a moderate opinion of

the local schools are more likely to have vertical up conversations.

Similarly, school people with moderate opinions are more likely to

have vertical down conversations.

While the parent orientation is more highly related to vertical up

conversations among those who have negative opinions about local schools,

it is also more highly related among those who see economic conditions

as good.

.With regard to both vertical up conversations and horizontal

conversations, interest in local affairs seems to be a functional

equivalent of the parent orientation.

In regard to any direction of conversation, any participatory

characteristic seems to be a functionalilkivaleat for the citizen

orientation.

Neither orientation has much of a relationship with vertical down

conversations. These conversations are most frequent among those of

high parent, low citizen orientation--the same group most frequently

observed to seek or to be sought in Chapter lc

Evaluation of local schools is differentially related to vertical

down conversations according to joint orientation. Among those of low

parent, high citizen orientation, the less-favorable have more vertical

down conversations; among those of high parent, low citizen orien-

tation, the more favorable have more such conversations.

Vertical down conversationq among school people are affected

most by information exposure, number of children, an interest in lbCal

affairs--plus the aforementio-ledmod.,!trate evaluation of local schools.



Chapter VII

Influence in Informal. Communication

In the course of daily social interaction, one encounters many

values asserted for many objects. Some of these are new values,

particularly in novel situations. Bat others are old values. We

recognize them from before. Tlras for an adult in familiar situations,

many values which he encounters are not new to him. If there is influ-

ence flowing in tliese situations is is likely to be "reinforcement."

Most of the persons we are studying here were certainly not new

to school affairs. We have already narrowed the field to those who

talk about schools. And in these analyses .only public school parents

are includedexcept for the addenda on school people. So reinforce-

ment of values is likely to be the typical-influence process.

We have observed influence attempts and successes by judging

the manifest content of the conversation reports* An influence attempt

was judged to have been made when one conversant made a value assertion

with regard to some school object. Our measure.of success was an

explicit acceptance of the assertion by the other conversant. Knowing

no more, we would do well to assume little more than reinforcement.

However, we do Imre something more. We have seen in Chapter V

that some persons are sought out for their.opinions and information.

To the extent that these same persons are here seen to be effective

in asserting values acepted by others, we can infer opinion leader-

ship of more than incidental significance.

18k
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Table 7.1 shows that both the parent and citizen orientations have

positive relationships with both influence attempts and influence suc-

cesses. Neither orientation has as strong a relationship with successes

as it does with attempts, suggesting that there is more to influence

succeseAhab the simple act of attempting (i.e., the participation factor).

Each orientation accounts for 13% of the variance in influence

attempts. The citizen orientation accounts for 10% of the variance in

successes, compared to 7% accounted for by the parent orientation.

Table 7.1 Influence in Informal Communication by Paydat Orientatic,n,

by Citizen Orientation, and by parent-Citizen Orientation.*

Aspect of influence:

OrIentetgl Attempts Successes

Parent

±gh 46% 46%

Low 33% 39%

Citizen:

High 46% 47%

Joint orientation:

High parent, high citizen 50% 31%

High parent, low citizen 41% 39%

Low parent, high citizen 40% 43%

Low parent, low citizen 25%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.5.

Oribntations are defined in Table 3.6.
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Each orientation retains its capability to account for variance in

both attempts and successes at both levels of the other orientation.

In accounting for attempts, each orientation is more effective

in the low condition of the other orientation.. But in accounting for

successes, each orientation is more effective in the high condition of

the other orientation. For attempts, the orientations are something

of functional equivalents for each other. For successes, they tend

more toward being contingent conditions for each other.

The two orientations account jointly for 25% of the variance in

attempts and for 17% of the variance in successes.

There is obviously a large factor of participation that these

orientations are accounting for. Thus the relationships of some test

variables to these criterion variables may be unexpectedly small, given

the control by orientations.

Demokrraphikcas.

Tables 742 through 7.6 report the extent of influence beha'viprs by

various demographic characteristics and the two orientations*

Both orientations average 13% of the varianne in attempts accounted

for. The parent orientation accounts for 32% of the variance among those

of low education and high citizen orientation; the citizen orientation

accounts for 28% of the variance among males of law parent orientation.

Among females of high citizen orientation, the parent orientation

accounts for 2O' of the variance in influence successes, as compared

to an average of 7%.

The citizen orientation accounts for 26% of the variance in

successes among males of low parent orientation, compared to an
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average of 10%.

Only age and number of children among the demographic variables

have consistent indepaudent relationships with influence attempts. Age

averages a relationship of 0. Number of children has a relationship of

8%.

Only length of residence has an independent relationship with

influence success of any extent, averaging,-about 8%, and the relationship

is negative. The short time residents tend to be more successful.

Sex is highly related to both attempts and successes, bat there

iS a 4.4.96c444t01,4avw.v.uoir
showmeirA vh+ampts And successes among

those of low parent, high citizen orientation. Females show more

attempts and successes among those of high parent, high citizen orientation.

We reported in Chapter V that the low parent, high citizen orien-

tation group contained two different kinds of initiators: males who

tended to start more conversations by giving and females who tended to

start more conversations by being sought or seeking. The former would

appear to be the opinion leaders in this group. The males show 15%

more attempts and 21% more successes than the females.

Because the males who appear to be opinion leaders here initiate

ihrg giving, not by being sought; we have to be cautious in

assuming that their influence is anything more than reinforcement.

Some additional evidence--showing greater information exposure wrong

these persons to be related to successes, for epramite--is needed before

we can go beyond an inference of reinfoftement.

The females of high parent, high citizen orientation, who enjoy

more success than the males, did not have a greater likelihood of being

sought (males were higher), but they did have a much greater..likelihood
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of starting conversations by seeking (seo Chapter V). Their role as

potential opinion leaders is still in question.

The previously noted, negative relationship between length of resi-

dence and influence successes is greatest among those of high parent, low

citizen orientation. It is also negative, though on slightly., among

those of low parent, high citizen orientation. In Chapter VI, we found

that long time residents in these groups had more of both vertical up

and vertical down conversations. Their potential relay function is not

tImnaated into imi.uence success.

The joint efEect of the two orientations on ali411111611Ge ettampts is

greater among those with less education and among females. In account-

ing for influence successes, the joint effect of the two orientations is

somewhat greater among females.

Age, number of children, and education each combine with the

parent orientation to account for variance in influence attempts.

Jointly they average about 20-21%.

In accounting for influence successes, only age and number of

children contribute anything to the parent orientation in jointly

accounting for the variance. With the parent orientation, they each

average about 0.

The citizen orientation has little impact on-the joint effect of

any demographic variable and the parent orientation in accounting for

variance on either attempts or successes.: However, the :Joint effect

of parent orientation and sex is somewhat higher on both among those

of low citizen orientation.

Age combines with citizen orientation best among the demographic
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variables in accounting for variance in influence attempts or successes.

Together they account for about 21% of the attempts and about 12% of the

successes. Number of children is close behind in both instances. In

combination with the citizen orientation, it accounts for about 2113% of

the attempts and about 12% of the successes.

Any combination of the dczograplAc variable and citizen orientation

is mire effective in accounting for influence attempts when the parent

orientation is low. However in accounting for success, the condition of

the part orientation makes little difference.

The combination of either sex or ui uveP of ahlidrea frith the tiro

orientations accounts for 33% of the variance in influence attempts, as

compared to 25% of the variance accounted, for by the two orientations

alone.

Sex added to the two orientations accounts for 25% of the variance

in influence successes, as compared to 17% accounted for by the two

orientations alone.

The general tendency is for each orientation to account for more

variance in influence attempts in the low condition of the other, while

accounting for more variance in influence successes in the high condition

of each other. However, when educational level is low, each orientation

accounts for more variance in either aspect of influence in the high

condition of the other orientation. When education level is high, each

oeientation accounts for more variance in either aspect of influence

in the low condition of the other orientation:

Molding citizen orientation constant, the parent orientation has

more effect on influence attempts among those of low education and

those with fewer children. The parent orientation has more effect on
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influence successes among those who are short time residents.

The greater effectiveness of the parent orientation in accounting

for inflTtence attempts among those with less education occurs primarily

among those with high citizen orientation.

The citizen orientation also affects the interaction of educational

level and the parent orientation in accounting for influence successes.

The parent orientation is more effective in accounting for influence

successes among those with more education when the citizen orientation

is low, but more effective in accounting for successes among those with

less education filen the citizen orientation is high.

Holding parent orientation constant, the demographic variables

have little impact on the effectiveness of -the citizen orientation in

accounting for either influence attempts or successes. The citizen

orientation is only slightly more effective in accounting for successes

among those who are long time residents.

There is an interactive effect on both influence attempts and

successes between citizen orientation and level of education according

to the level of parent or mutation and level of-education according to

the level of parent orientation. When the parent orientation is low,

the citizen orientation is more effective in accounting for either

aspect of influence among those with more education. When the parent

orientation is high, the citizen orientation is more effective among

those with less education.
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Table 7.2 Influence in Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen
Orientation and Soc.*

Joint orientation:

Aspect of Low parent Low parent, High parent,
influence/sex low citizen IgighAjamt vtimisttiam,

Attempts

Male 21% 49%

Fe sale 26% 34%

Successes:

Male 29% 55%

Female 36% 34%

* *

* *

39%

High parent,
high Otilen

33%

54%

39%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.5, by
joint orientation and sax.

**Only nine cases of males who were high parent, low citizens were found.

Table 7.3 Influence in Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen
Orientation and Age.

Joint orientation:

Aspect of Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,
tnilmence/are low citizen, ALIA citizen, low 4Azga hi& citizen

Attempts:

110-yrs. + 22% 35%

20-39 yrs. 27% 46%

Successes:

40 yrs. + 33% 42% 110% 48%

20..39 yrs. 36$ 44% 39% 53%

*Percentages are of "high" conimunictors, as defined in Table 3.5, by
joint orientation and Awl.
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Table 7*1 Influence in Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen

Orientation ,and Education. *

Joint orientation:

Aspect of influence/ Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent

ed.ucitlan_ low citisea Upaciti_m low citizen Uskitat,'

Attempts:

High school or less 21% 27% 41% 59%

Some college or more 27% 1414 41% 4.7%

Successes:

High school or less 40% 4.2% 37% 59%

Some college or more 30% 43% 41% 4.9%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.5, by

joint orientation and education.

Table 7.5 Influence in Informal. Communication by Parent-Citizen

Orientation and Number of Children**

Joint orientation:

Aspect of influence/ Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent

no. of chi1dre low citizen high Ati mim_suiamt bighsuat,

Attempts:

1 or 2 19% 32%

3+ 30% 46%

Successes:

1 or 2

3+

33%

36%

40% 46%

52%

40% 443%

39% 52

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.5,
by joint orinetation and number of children.



193

Table 7.6 Influence in Informal Commnnication by Parent.Citizen
Orientation and Length of Residence. *

Joint orientation:

Aspect of influence/ Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent
residence low cjtiza pm low cttlatsa hi .gh citizen

Attempts:

9 yrs or less 27% 30 43% 56%

10 yrs. or more 22% 141% 4,1% 1414

Successes:

9 yrs. or less 36% 1414 51% 54%

10 yrs. or more 33% 41% 33% 47%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.5, by
joint orientation and length of residence.

Participatory Charteteristi.cs

Tables 7.7 through 7.10 report the three variable analyses for

aspects of influence with participatory characteristics as the test

variables.

Although the average effect of the parent orientation on influence

attempts is 13%, this figure is raised to 146% among those of low

citizen orientation who have a high interest An nonlocal affairs.

These same persons show a 20% difference for the parent orientation in

influence successes, as compared to the average of 7%.

The average variance accounted for on influence attempts by the

citizen orientation alone is 13%. Among those who have a low sense of

efficacy and high parent oritntation, the citizen-orientation accounts

for 3/4. Among those who have a high interest in nonlocal affairs and

a high parent orientation, there is a negative relationship of 28%
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between citizen orientation and influence attempts.

Among those with a low sense of efficacy and high parent orien-

tation, the citizen orientation accounts for 30% of the variance in

influence zaccesses, as compared with the average of 10.

Of the participatory characteristics, interest in nonlocal affairs

has the highest independent relationship with influence attempts,

averaging about 11%. In accounting for influence successes, interest

in local affairs has the highest independent relationship, averaging

about 8%.

The optimum condition for the relationship of any participatory

characteristic with either influence attempts or influence successes

is that of high parent, low citizen orientation. Interest in nonlocal

affairs accounts for 33% and efficacy accounts for 26% of the variance

in attempts under this condition. Efficacy accounts for 16%, interest

in nonlocal affairs accounts for 15%, and interest in local affairs

accounts for 14% of the variance in successes under this condition.

Even information exposure makes some difference in successes

among those of high parent, low citizen orientation. It does not have

any effect among those of low parent, high citizen orientation. For

now, we shall recall that our first inference about the male opinion

leaders in this latter group was that their influence was probably

reinforcing in nature.

We have previously observed that those persons of high parent,

low citizen orientation who have a high interest in nonlocal affairs

are high on several aspects of scope (total conversations and scope

of conversants), on several aspects of initiative (R seeks and R is
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sought), and on one aspect of direction (horizontal). These persons

(all female) appear to have some effective opinion leaders among them.

Yet we do find here that their successes do not reach the same level

as their attempts. We also see that other participatory characteristics

are related to success under the high parent, low citizen condition that

were not so evident in this context for other aspects of informal

communication. All along, these participatory characteristics have had

most of their highest relationships to criterion variables under other

joint orientation conditions.

Given this set of results, it appears that interest in nonlocal

affairs is not a sufficient condition for influence success among those

of high parent, low citizen -orientation. Other aspects of participation

are probably contingent conditions. Or, perhaps other aspects of in-

formal communication are contingent conditions.

The joint effect of the two orientations on influence attempts is

always higher in the low participatory condition, particularly where

interest in local affairs is low. The participatory condition makes

relatively little difference in the joint effect of the orientations

in accounting for influence successes.

The participatory characteristic which together with parent orien-

tation best accounts for variance in influence attempts is interest in

nonlocal affairs. Together they account for about 30% of the variance.

In accounting for successes, information exposure and interest in

local affairs best combines with parent orientation. Either, in

combination with parent orientation, averages abbut 14* of the variance

accounted for.

The joint effect of any prticipatory characteristic and parent
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orientation in accounting for influence attempts is always greater in

the low citizen condition. This is especially true for interest in

nonlocal affairs.

In accounting for variance in influence successes, the combination

of interest in nonlocal affairs and parent orientation is more effective

among those of low citizen orientation. The combination of efficacy and

parent orientation is more effective among those of high citizen

orientation.

Efficacy goes with citizen orientation to give the most variance

accounted for in influence attempts for combinations using a particimpi

tory characteristic. Together they account for about 20% of the vari-

ance in attempts. Interest in local affairs combines best with citizen

orientation in accounting for variance in influence successes. To-

gether they average about 17%.
4

The joint effect of efficacy and citizen orientation in accounting

for variance in influence attempts and successes is greater among those

of high parent orientation. The effectiveness of interest in local

affairs and citizen orientation in accounting for influence attempts

is greater among those of low parent orientation. But the parent

orientation does not affect their relationship to iniluence successes.

None of the participatory characteristics when added to the two

orientations yields much of an increase in variance accounted for on

either attempts or successes. Information exposure is the most

useful in both cases, adding 4% for attempts, and 3% for influence

successes.

The tendency for each orientation to be more effective in the

law condition of the other in accounting for variance in. influence
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attempts holds up when the participation variable is in the high condi!

tion. If efficacy or interest in local affairs is low, however, each

orientation tends to have more effectiveness in the high condition of

the other in accounting for influence attempts.

The tendency for each orientation to be more effective in the high

condition of the other orientation in accounting for influence successes

holds when the participation level is low. When the participation level

is high, each orientation is more fiffective in accounting for variance

in influence successes in the low condition of the other orientation.

Information exposure is an exception in the above instances, having

little impact on how the two orientations account for either influence

attempts or successes.

Holding citizen orientation constant, the parent orientation is

more effective in accounting for influence attempts among those with

a high interest in nonlocal affairs or a high sense of efficacy but

also among those with a low interest in local affairs.

The parent orientation is more effective aim accounting for influence

successes among those with a high sense of efficacy, more information

exposure, or a high interest in nonlocal affairs.

The greater effectiveness of the parent orientation in accounting

for either aspect of influence among those with athigh sense of

efficacy or a high interest in nonlocal affairs is found primarily

among those with a low citizen orientation.

The citizen orientation also affects the interaction of parent

orientation and interest in local affairs in aaeoursting for both aspects

of influence. When the citizen orientation is low, the parent orien-

tation is more effective in the high condition among those with high

re, Tr
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interest in local affairs, but when the citizen orientation is high, the

parent orientation is more effective among those with a low interest in

local affairs.

Holding parent orientation' constant, the effect of the citizen

orientation on influence attempts or successes is always greater in the

low condition of participation. For influence attempts, this is parti-

cularly true among those with a low interest in nonlocal affairs and

those with a low sense of efficacy. For influence successes, this holds

more for those with a low interest in nonlocal affairs and those with

low information exposure.

The tendency for the citizen orientation to be more effective in

accounting for either aspect of influence among those who are low on a

given participatory characteristic occurs among those of high parent

orientation, except for information exposure.

The citizen orientation is, however, more effective in the high

efficacy condition among those of low parent orientation in accounting

for influence successes.

Table 7.7 Influence in Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen

Orientation and Efficacy.*
Joint orientation:

Aspect of influence/

egicac7
Attempts

low

Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent
high citizenoAtizert higluottjam

410 22%

IMO. 26% 34 48%

Successes:

Low 49% 38% 26% 56%

High 29% 14 14 50%

56%
hAd
-7",orf

*Percentages are of "highs' communicators, as defined in Table 3.5, by

joint orientation and .efficacy. Levels of efficacy are defined in

table 3.7.
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Table 7.8 Influence in Informa3. Communication by Parent-Citizen
Orientation and Information Exposure. *

Joint orientation:

Aspect of influence/ Low parent, Low parent,. High parent, High parent
Ago exposure low citizen hi kir hiedatUaln

Attempts

Zero to two 21% 40% 35% 48%

Three + 29% 40% 414 50%

Successes:

Zero to two 32% 44% 32% 48%

Three + 37% 42% 43% 52%

* Percentages are of "high" co=unicators, as defined in Table 3.5, by
joint orientatinn and informatiou exposures.

Table 7.9 Influence in Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen
Orientation and Interest in Local Affairs.*

Joint orientation

Aspect of influence/ Low parent, Low parent, High parent High parent,
Interest. ..kcal gh citizen low. citizen ligLaji

Attempts:

Low 21% 35% 34% 57%

High 30% 4.5% 4.7% 46%

Successes:

Low

High

33% 36%

36% 48%

32% 50%

46% 51%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.5, by
joint orientation and intarsst in local affairs. Levels of interest

are defined in Table 3.7.
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Table 7.10 Influence in Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen

Orientation and Interest in Non-Local Affairs.*

Joint orientation:

Aspect of influence/ Loy parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent

Iatttzlaa 16w citizen high citizen low citizen U.111211101

Attempts:

Low 22% 41% 33% 51%

High 30% 36% 76% 48%

Successes:

Law 36% 43% 37% 55%

High 32% 39% 52% 44%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.5, by

joint orientation and interest in non-local affairs. Levels of

interest are defined in Table 3.7.

Characteristics

The parent orientation is most effective in accounting for influence

attempts or successes in the high condition of any attitudinal character.

istic. Among those with a high evaluation of local schools and low

citizen orientation, the parent orientation accounts for 31% of the

variance in influence attempts, as compared with an average of 13%.

Similarly, it accounts for 14 of the variance in- influence successes,

as compared to an average of 7% among the same kinds of persons.

Among those with a high sense of pride and low citizen orientation,

it accounts for 15% of the variance in influence successes.

The citizen orientation is most effective in accounting for

variance in influence attempts in thelow condition of any attitudinal

characteristic. Among those who perceive economic condtotions as poor

it
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and who have a high parent orientation, the citizen orientation accounts

for 32% of the variance in influence attempts, as compared to an average

of 13%.

Among those who have a high evaluation of local schools and a low

parent orientation, or those who have a low sense of pride and a high

parent orientation, the citizen orientation accounts for 19% of the

variance in influence successes, as compared to an average of 10%.

Only pride has an appreciable independent relationship with influence

attempts, averaging about 6%. Perceived economic condition has a negative

relationship with both aspects of influence. It averages about 5% with

influence successes. Neither of the other two attitudinal character-

istics has any consistent relationship with influence successes.

Evaluation of local schools has several interesting interactions

with the orientations, one relative to attempts and the other relative

to successes. Those of low parent, high citizen orientation with less

favorable opinions of the schools make, more attempts, while those of high

parent, low citizen orientation with more favorable opinions make more

attempts. These findings correspond with those for vertical down

conversations in Chapter VI. Neither shows parallel success.

Those with moderate opinions among these two orientation groups are

less likely to be successful than either of the more opinionated--the

first evidence we have that a more intense attitude is related to some

aspect of informal-communication.

The effect of pride in accounting for influence attempts occurs

primarily among those of high parent, high citizen orientation. Among

those of high parent, low citizen orientation, evaluation of local

schools accounts for 22% of the variance in influence attempts.
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The negative relationship between perceived economic conditions and

influence attempts is strongest among those of high parent, high citizen

orientation. In accounting for influence successes, the negative rela-

tionship between economic conditions and successes is concentrated

largely among those of low parAnt, high c44.-isAn orientation.

Pride accounts fcr 16% of the variance in influence sticNstsses in

the condition of high parent, low citizen orientation.

The joint effect of the two orientations in accounting for influence

arGempts is greater among those who perceive economic conditions as poor,

and somewhat greater among those who have more pride in local schools.

None of the attitudinal characteristics affects the impact of the two

orientations on influence successes.

The attitudinal characteristi^ which together with parent orientation

best accounts for variance in either influence attempts or successes is

pride. Together they account for about 19Pof the attempts and about 9%

of the successes.

The joint effect of any attitudinal characteristic and parent

orientation in accounting for either influence attempts or successes is

always greater among those of low citizen orientation.

The attitudinal characteristic which together with citizen orienta-

tion best accounts for variance in influence attempts and successes is

also pride. Together they account for about 18% of the variance in

attempts and about 10% of the variance in successes.

The effectiveness of any combination of an attitudinal character-

istic and citizen orientation in accounting for either influence attempts

or successes is always greater among those high parent orientation.
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With one exception, no attitudinal characteristic adds to the

orientations in accounting for variance in either criterion variable.

The exception is pride, which with the two orientations accounts- for

35 of the variance in influence attempts. This contribution--the best

of any test variable, attitudinal or otherwise--is largely due to the

effect of pride on influence attempts among those of high parent, high

citizen orientation. There is no commensurate success.

The tendency for each orientation to be more effective in accounting

for influence attempts in the low condition of the other orientation

holds among those with less pride. It also .holds-among those who per-

ceive ectmomic conditions as good. If pride is high or economic conditions

are perceived kzel poor, then either orientation is more effective in the

high condition of th other orientation.

Holding citizen orienwtion constant, the parent orientation is much

more effective in accounting for influence attempts among those whose

evolution of the local schools is hig'4, and among those who have more

pride in local schools.

The effectiveness of the parent orientation in accounting for

influence successes is greater among those with more pride in the local

schools and among those who perceive economic conditions as being good.

The greater effectiveness of the parent orientation among those who have

more pride in the local schools occurs primarily among those of high

citizen orientation. On the other hand, the greater effectiveness of

the parent orientation among those who perceive economic conditions as

good in accounting for influence attempts occurs primarily among those

whose citizen orientation is low.

Holding parent orientation constant, the effect of the citizen
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orientation on influence attempts is much greater among those who

perceive economic conditions as poor, and also greater among those who

have a low evaluation of the local schools.

The effect of the citizen orientation on influence successes is

greater among those with less sense of pridein the local schools and

among those who perceive eabnomic conditions:as poor. The greater effec-

tiveness of the citizen orientation in accounting for influence attempts

among those who perceive economic conditionvas poor Is found largely

among those of _high parent orientation.

The parent orientation differentially affects the interaction of

citizen orientation and pride in accounting for influence attempts.

When the parent orientation is high, the citizen orientation is more

effective in accounting for attempts among those with more pride. When

the parent orientation is low, the citizen orientation is more effective

among those with less pride.

The contrast in success patterns for parent oriitation and citizen

orientation is of some interest. The parent succeeds more often when he

has unfavorable views.
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Table 7.11 Influence in Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen

Orientation and Evaluation of Local Schools.*

Joint orientation:

Aspect of influence/ Low parent, low parent, High parent, High parent

.evaluation low citizen high citizen low citizen high citizen

Attempts

Low 24 50% 30% 49%

Medium 30% 37% 38% 50%

High 21% 37% 52% 51%

Successes:

Low 36% 46% 414 51%

Medium 36% 36% 33% 52%

High 32% 51% 46% 51%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.5, by

joint orientation and evaluation of local schools. Levels of

evaluation are defined in Table 3.8,

Table 7.12 Influence in Informal C
Orientation and Pride

I cation by Parent-Citizen

Local Schools.*

Joint orientation:

Aspect of influence/ Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,

pride low cktkzm cititgen low citizen, high cj.tj.zen,

Attempts:

Low 23% 43% 37% 39%

High 29% 37% 46% 58%

Successes:

Low

High

35% 47% 32% 51%

33% 37% 51%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.5, by

joint orientation and pride in local schools. Levels of pride are

defined in Table 3.8.
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Table 7.4 Influence in Informal Communication by Parent-Citizen

Orientation and Perceived Economic Conditions.*

Joint orientation:

Aspect of influence/ Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,

perc. conditions low citizen Uplat,....tizen, low citizen, high citizep

Attempts:

Poor 24 48% 30% 62%

Good 25% 314 48% 43%

Successes:

Poor 39% 52% 36% 52%

Good 31% 36% 41% 50%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.5, by

joint orientation and perceived econonic conditions. Levels of

perceived conditions are defined in Table 3.8.

School People

Tables 7.14 through 7.16 report differences in influence attempts

and successes among school people by the various characteristics.

Each of the demographic variables has some effect on influence

attempts. Number of children has the largest effect; the others are

relatively small. Older, rather than younger, school people make more

attempts.

001y sex has much of an effect on influence successes. The

females are more often successful. The difference is greater for

successes than for attempts.

The large difference which number of children makes in attempts

is not matched by the difference found in successes. This discrepancy

is in line With the attenuation of effect for the parent orientation

seen earlier among public school parents, but the parent orientation

held up better.

a

110
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Table 7.14 Influence in Informal Communication among School People,

by Selected Demographic Characteristics.*

Demographic
.4eharacteristic

Aspect of influence:

Attempts Successes

Sex:

Male 46%

Fe ale 53

Age:

40+ 54% 44%

20 - 39 46% 44%

NiimbbreoVcbilatenm:

0 . 2 45% 44%

3+ 61% 47%

Length of residence: 47% 42%

10 yrs. or more 51% 46%

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.5.

Participatory characteristics play an important part in the

influence behavior of school people. Those with a higher sense of

efficacy make somewhat more attempts. Their success is also affected

by a high sense of efficacy.

Information exposure relates highly to both attempts an&

successes, but more to attempts than to successes. These are 'similar

to the relationships found for public school parents.

Interest in local affairs also relates to both attempts and

successes, but more to successes than to attempts. These are also in

line with the relationships found for public school parents.
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Interest in nonlocal affairs shows a reversal among school people.

Thope with a high interest make fewer influence attempts, but their

efforts are more often successful. This is in contrast with the results

for public school parents as a whole, for whom this aspect of partici-

pation is related only to attempts.

Table 7.15 Influence in Informal Communication among School People,

by Selected Partit.ipatory Characteristics.*

Aspect of influence:

Participatory
chOacteristic AttangtE Successes

Efficacy:

Low 45% 35%

High 51f 47%

Information exposure:

Zero to two 28% 30%

Three or more 57% 49%

Interest in local affairs:

Low

High

Interest in nonlocal affairs:

43% 35%

55% 52%

Law 52% 41%

High 47% 40

*Percentages are of "high" communicators, as defined in Table 3.5.

Among attitudinal characteristics, those who give a favorable

opinion of the local schools make more influence attempts than those

unfavorably disposed. They also show more successes, but not to the
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same degree as with attempts. Those school people who hold a moderate

opinion of the local schools surpass those of both extremes in in-

fluence attempts and successes -- particularly successes.

Table 7.16 Influence in Informal Communication among School People,

by Selected. Attitudinal Characteristics.*.

Aspect of influence:

Attitudinal
Characteristic Attempts Successes

Evaluation of local schools:

Low 31% 31%

Medium 57% 55%

High 50% 439

Pride

Low 55% 44%

High 46% 45%

Perceived economic condition:

Poor 56% 59%

Good 49% 40%

*Percentages are of "high' communicators, as defined in Table

Those of less pride make more influence attempts, but their

efforts are no better rewarded with success. Among public school

parents, those with more pride made more attempts. But they too showed

no corresponding success.

School people who perceive that economic conditions are poor made

more attempts and had more successes. Like the public school parents,

the effect was greater for successes than for attempts.

"4, ker
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Talmo=
Influence; ttempts and successes, as we have measured then, clearly

have a large component of participation. The consequence, in so far as

influence processes. are concerned, is that much of the flow is of a

reinforcing nature.

Only among those of high parent, low citizen orientation with a

high interest in nonlocai affairs--aIl of whom are females - -is there

a correspondence between influence success and the initiative dimension

of R is sought.

Females of low parent, high citizen orientation who were seen in

Chapter V to be sought do not have commensurate influence success- -nor

do they seem to be attempting much.

Males of low parent, high citizen orientation, observed in Chapter

V to initiate conversations by giving, here are seen to both attempt

end succeed. Ett we fail to find a relationship between information

exposure and either attempts or successes among those of low parent,

high citizen orientation. So this appears to be a reinforcing kind of

influence.

The attempts among those of low parent, high citizen orientation

are made by those with less favorable opinions of local schools. Among

those of high parent, low citizen orientation, the attempts aremade

by those with more favorable opinions. In both groups, the more sue.

cessful.rproportionatelv--are those with moderate opinions.

Similarly, the more successful among school people are those with

a moderate opinion .of the local. schools. They alio try more often,

however*.

Those of high parent orientation who have a high sense of pride
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in the local schools attempt more influence. But only those of high

parent, low citizen orientation have parallel success.

Both parent and citizen orientations have an effect on influence

attempts and successes. The citizen orientation is slightly stronger

on influence successes.

Each orientation affects attempts more in the low condition of the

other orientation, but each affects successes more in the high condition

of the other,

interest in nonlocal affairs, age, and number of children have the

highest independent relationships with influence attempts.

Interest in local affairs, length of residence, and perception of

economic condition have the highest independent relationships with

influence successes. The latter two are negative relationships.

All of the participation characteristics account for more variance

in both influence attempts and successes in the high parent, low

citizen orientation than they do in any other joint orientation.

The combination of pride and the two orientations accounts for the

most variance an influence attempts (35%). The combination of sex and

the two orientations accounts for the most variance in influence

successes (25%).

In several instances, the two orientations alone account for more

crittrianNariance under a particular condition. Among those with less

education or those who'see economic con4itions as poor, the two orien-

tations alone account for 38% of the variance in attempts.

The tendency of each orientation to have more effect on influence

attempts in the low condition of the other is most pronounced among

those with a high interest in nonlocal affairs.
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The tendency of each orientation to have more effect on influence

successes in the high condition of the other is most pronounced among

those with a low sense of efficacy, secondarily among those .with= less

education.

The parent orientation is usually more effective in .accounting for

either aspect of influence among those with high participation levels and

among those with favorable views of local schools and of economic condi-

tions.

The citizen orientation is nearly always more effective in account-

ing for either aspect of influence among those with low participation

levels and among those with less favorable views of local schools and

of economic conditions.

The tendency toward functional equivalence between citizen orien-

tation and participatory characteristics, but not between parent orien-

tation and these characteristics, has previously beat observed to hold

for aspects of scope (Chapter IV) and aspects of direction (Chapter VI).

There is one exception of note. Interest in local afairs appeared

to be a functional equivalent of parent orientation in accounting' for

aspects of scope and direction, but does not have that role in account-

ing for aspects of influence.

The converses of these, which also hold, should also tie noted.

Infomation exposure, interest in nonlocal affairs, and favorable

attitudes all are more effective in accounting for these aspects of

informal communication in the high parent orientation but less effective

in the high citizen orientation.

Given these interactive effectu, we can see that the orientations

are of significance beyond their locating function and their control

10011.11111../.
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function. The parent orientation indicates a role function that en-

hances the interests, activities, and attitudes of the public school

parent. The citizen orientation does not represent such a role, except

to the extent that it enhances negative attitudes. It could hardly be

said to enhance lack of interest and activity.

Among school people, influence attempts are most affected by

information exposure, number of children, and a moderate view of the

local schools.

Influence successes among school people are most affected by a

moderate evaluation of local schools, information. exposure, perception

of economic conditions* and interest in local affairs. Information

exposure does net have the same degree of relationship with successes

that it hss with attempts. Those who see economic conditions as poor

are more often successful than those who see them as good.



Chapter VIII

Dimensions of Informal Communication

We have been looking at the kinds of people who engage in various

aspects of informal communication. We have some ideas as to the types

of public school parents and school people who are potential opinion

leaders and communication leaders in informal, communication about the

schools. Now we turn to the study of the interrelationships among

various aspects of informal communication.

We shall retain the four groups of public school parents by joint

orientation for comparative purposes. We still have the group of school

people. We also now have a group of Others--those private school parents,

preschool parents, postschool parents, and nonparents who were omitted

from the previous analyses.

We have made a correlational analysis of the relationship among

the aspects of informal communication based on the total number of

conversations for each aspect of informal communication in which the

respondent participated. Factor analyses were then made of the

correlation matrices for each of the six groups.

We shall begin this chapter by looking at several groups of

correlations which pertain to three questions. Is there a general

communication leader function, undertaken by members of any of these six

groups? Is there a relay function undertaken in passing information

between various levels? And, which aspects of informal communication

are related to influence success when the common factor of partici-

pation has been 4bminated?

2l4
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One characteristic that we should expect of communication leaders

is that they would have both passive and active roles in informal com-

munication. They should take active roles because of their interest in

schools. In addition, they should be sought out by others and perhaps

even given information and ideas by others because of their known

interest in school affairs.

If this should be the situation for general communication leader-

ship, then we ought to find positive correlations among aspects of

initiative for one or more of the groups under consideration. Table 8.1

shows that this is not the case. Negative correlations predominate.

Table 8.1 Correlations among Aspects of Initiative.*

Aspects of
IpitiNtive ;RAZ BELL_ Esic. Achtl,

R gives x
R seeks -.05

R gives x
R. is given -.31

R gives x
R is sought -.18

R seeks x
R. is given -.09

R seeks x
R. is sought -.02

R is given x
R is sought -.27

(.18)

*Cell entries are correlations, abstracted from Tables D.2 through
D.7 in Appendix D. The figure in parentheses at the bottom of each

column gives the lowest correlation significant at the .05 level for
each group.

.03 -.07 .02 .05 .14

-.28 -.21 .05 -.19 -.07

-.05 -.16 .17 -.19 -.01

-.13 -.10 .05 -.10 -.13

.02 .27 .16 .02 .06

-.11 -.06 -.07 .03 -.07

(.19) (.18) (.19) (.16) (.16)
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The only group with more than two positive correlations among aspects

of initiative is the high parent, low citizen orientation group, which

shows five positive correlations. None of these are significant, how-

ever. The incidence of tne five positive correlations in this group is

consistent, however, with the opinion leadership function assigned this

group in the earlier chapters. The only negative correlation occurs for

the two passive aspects of initiative, R is given and R is sought. Either

passive fore of initiative is positively correlated with both of the

active forms.

The pairs of initiative aspects that are positively correlated in

more than a few instances are two which evidence some form of -rep, kgiromEtyr

The positive correlation observed four times between R gives and R seeks

suggests the alternation of roles taken by a person interested in school

affairs. He not only has something to say about schools, he also seeks

from others information and ideas about the schools. The positive

correlation between R seeks and R is sought suggests a reciprocity of

roles in interaction between two people. One seeks from the other, at

one time, and is in turn sought by 4.1e other at a later time.

The negative correlation between R gives and R is given is sig-

nificant in four out of the five instances in which it owurs. This
4

would seem to indicate that for some people either an active or a

passive role is undertaken, but not both.

Another way of seeing whether there is a general factor of com-

munication leadership--which might subsume opinion leadership--is to see

the amount of variance accounted for by the first factor from the

sailor analysis of the intercorrelations. Table 8.2 shows the

contributions of the first factor for each of the six groups.



Table 8.2 Percentage of Variance Accounted-Ter by First Factor in

Factor Analyses of Informal Communication Behavior.*

Respondent group C nt 3.buttion of first fa for

All others 42$

Low parent, low citizen 52%

Low parent, high citizen 54%

High parent, low citizen 68%

High parent, high citizen 53%

School people 64$

*Percentages represent the contribution of the first factor to the

total variance accounted for by the factors extracted. They are

higher than would be the case if they represented the contribution

df the first factor to the total common variance among the aspects

of informal communication. The figures are abstracted from Tables

D.8 through D.13 in Appendix D.

The high parent, low citizen group has the largest contribution

made by the first factor. This is consistent with our previous desig-

nation of this group as that containing potential opinion leaders

among our respondents,

Only the relative standing of the groups with respect to the

contribution of the first factor can be considered. The proportions

of variance accounted for are inflated from two sourcess The per-

centages represent a contribution of the first factor to that

variance accounted for by the factors extracted. They would be

lower if they represented a contribution of the first factor to the

total common variance among the aspects of informal communication.

In addition, there is an artifactual correlation between each aspect

of informal communication and total conversations.
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4rectpn

In Chapter VI we brought up the question of whether members of any

of these groups performed a relay function, either talking with persons

both above and below them, or talking with persons at the same level and

with persons either above or below them--in terms of presumed knowledge

about local schools.

Table 8.3 reports the correlations among aspects of directions.

None of the correlations are statistically significant. The majority

of then are negative. Public school parents of low parent, high citizen

orientation have a positive correlation for each of the three pairs.

. Those of high parent, low citizen orientation have a positive correla-

tion for two of the pairs. The Others group en +helsn of low parent,

low citizen orientation are negative for all pairs.

Table 8.3 Correlations among Aspects of Direction.*

Aspect of
Direction Ag 0 LP LC LP HC HP.LC HP.HC pch,P,

Horizontal x
Vertical up -.15 -.13 .05 .03 -.09 * *

_Horizontal x
Yeirtical down -.14 -.13. .08 -.04 -.06 -.03

Vertical up x
Vertical down -.15 -.01 .07 .05 * *

*Cell entires are correlations, abstracted from Tables D.2 through

D.7 in Appendix D. significance levels are the same as for Table

8.2.

**By definition, school people could have no vertical up conversations.

The relay function that we can infer to be most often performed

is that between those who are above the respondent and those who are

below the respondent as evidenced by the slight positive correlations

L771.79.111"11:-,44,--0' -
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in three groups between vertical up and vertical down conversations.

Those of low parent, high citizen orientation and those of high

parent, low citizen orientation show some evidence of the relay function

between horizontal and vertical up. Only those of low parent, high

citizen orientation show any evidence of undertaking the relay function

between persons like themselves and those below them.

We did see in Chapter VI that for two groups, those of low parent,

high citizen orientation and those cf high parent, low citizen orien-

tation, persons with a high interest in nonlocal affairs were more

likely to engage in conversations in each of the three directiMs.

Influence,

We saw in Chapter VII that the use of the two orientations as a

control for a common participation factor tended to minimize the inde-

pendent relationship of other variables with influence success. This

was particularly true for the citizen orientation, which tended to be

a functional equivalent for such aspects of participation as informal on

exposure and interest in local and nonlocal affairs. The parent oriaa-

tation did have the function of enhancing the effect of these variables,

but after the common participation factor had been taken out, the in-

dependent effect of these aspects of participation were rather small*

In this section we add another control for the common participation

factor, showing adjusted correlations between various aspects of in-

formal communication and influence success. The adjustment is made

for the number of influence attempts made, since this represents a

part of the total participation factor.

WY,
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The usefulness of this control will soon be evident. We can exem-

plify its need by recalling the common observation that most influence

occurs in personal contact among persons of similar characteristics (i.e.,

in horizontal conversations)--an observation that has led some to also

infer that horizontal conversations are more effective than other kinds

of conversations in accomplishing influence success. This is not

necessarily the case. That most influence occurs in horizontal conver-

sations does not imply that horizontal conversations are more effective

than other kinds of conversations. It may simply reflect a greater

number of horizontal conversations held.

Table 8.4 gives the adjusted correlations between the various

aspects of informal communication and influence success.

None of the aspects of scope have much correlation with success

once the adjustment has been made for total attempts made. The only

residual of note is between total conversations and success among those

low parent, low citizen orientation.

Given these findings, we would suggest that the presumed relation#'

ships of scope of topics and conversants with influence success reside

primarily in the greater amount of influence attempts by persons who

have more scope of topics and conversants.

Aspects of initiative show more important residual relationships

with. success. R gives is highly correlated with success in four of the

six groups after the adjustment has been made -for attempts. It falls

short only among those of high parent, low citizen orientation and school

people. The correlation between R gives and success among those of low

parent, high citizen orientation is consistent with the results of the
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previous chapter in which we saw that males of low oarent, high citizen

orientation, who had been previously noted to be high on R gives as a

form of initiative, were also high on influence success.

R seeks has some independent effect on influence success among

those of low parent orientation regardless of the citizen orientation.

Its greatest effect, however, is among school .people. We noted in

Chapter III that school people were higher than public school parents

on every aspect of initiative except R seeks. Here we see that those

few who do initiate by seeking tend to have more success.

There, is a consistent failure for influence success to be com-

mensurate with the relationship between R is given and attempts over

all.six groups.

R is sought as a form of initiative is related to success after

the adjustment only among those of h...gh parent, low citizen orientation,

a group which we had already noted to evidence opinion leadership by

being sought more often than other groups, particularly among those

group mambers with a high interest in nonlocal affairs.

With respect to aspects of direction, the two groups which have

appeared to contain opinion leaders show no adjusted correlation between

horizontal conversations and influence success. This leads us to point

out that the pair of inferences noted earlier -in this section are not

compatible. Just because most influence occurs in conversations of a

horizontal. direction does not imply that horizontal conversations are

more effective than other kinds of conversations in'achieving in.

flumfice success. That is, they maybe a necessary condition for some

persons to achieve success, but they are not a sufficient condition

such that their independent effect would be greater than the independent
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effect of some other variable.

Although it is no surprise that influence success is not more likely

when conversing with someone of presumably more knowledge about the

schools, it is something of a surprise to find that in only one group

is there a positive correlation between vertical down conversations and

influence success, given the adjustment for number of attempts made.

The one group in which vertical down conversation does lead to

more influence success is the Others group (private school parents,

preschool parents, postschool parents, and nonparents).

These findings with regard to vertical up and vertical down

conversations are suggestive in conjunction with the findings of the

previous section on directionthe relay function. The relay function

undertaken by those of low parent, high citizen orientation and those

of high parent, low citizen orientation does not evidence itself in

influence success for conversations in these directions.

Factor Analyses

In this section we shall present the results of our factor analyses

of informal communication behaviors for the six groups. We shall report

each factor analysis individually, noting similarities and contrasts

with previous results for these groups. Then we shall give an overall

survey of the factor structures for all six groups, noting consistencies

across all groups and specific factors for various groups.

Table 8.5 reports the factor structure for the Others group.



Table 8.5 Factor Structure of Informal Communication Behaviors
for Others (Orthogonal Rotation).*

Loading on factor:

1 2 4Behavior

8. Direction: horizontal 8Z 13 12

1. Scope: total conversations zz 23 06

3. Scope: conversants Zi 02 -03

2. Scope: topics 68 27 -10

11. Influence: attempts 48 2, -09

12: Influence: successes 15 25, -05

4. Initiative: R gives 15 a 06

6. Initiative: R is given 44 -36 -7.8.

7. Initiative: R is sought 25 -24 ZZ

9. Direction: vertical up 08 -01 -16

5. Initiative: R seeks 30 02 19

10. Directionf vertical down 00 10 11

-20 -22

44 21

28 09

24 07

12 38

07 38

-06 -16

00 10

-02 20

fa -13

a 21

01 92

*This is a varimax rotation of the principal components factor analysis

reported in Table D.8 of Appendix D. Decimal points are omitted.

Loadings of + AO or higher are underlined. ."Others" are communicators

who are private school parents, preschool parents, postschool parents,

or nonparents.

The first factor consists of the scope variables, horizontal

conversations, influence attempts (but not successes), and the R is

law. given form of initiative. This would seem to be a passive com-

munication factor.

The second factor consists ptimarily of the two influence aspects

and R gives as a form of initiative. This second factor is consistent
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with the picture given by the previous table in .which we saw that for

this group R gives was highly correlated to influence success, even after

the adjustment for number of attempts was made.

The third factor is simp4 a contrasting of the initiative aspects

of .R is given and R is sought. The person who is sought is not given.

The person who is given is not sought.

The fourth factor consists primarily of It seeks and vertical up

conversations, with some loadings among the scope variables.

Vertical down conversations dominate the fifth factor, which also

has some loadings for influence attempts and successes.

The heterogeneous nature of this group, which consists of four

different kinds of persons, is evident in the factor structure. We

have a portion of this group, probably the lowest among the four in

terms of stipulated direction, who seek in a vertical up manner and who

have no influence. We have some persons who are relatively high,

probably either private school parents or preschool parents, who con-

verze with persons lower in the stipulated direction order than they

are, who give, and with some success in influencing these persons lower

in the order than themselves.

Table 8.6 gives the factor structure for the low parent, low

citizen group.

The first factor is a.rather comprehensive one including aspects of

scope, horizontal conversations, influence attempts and successes, and

the R gives form of initiative. The focusing of the factor around R

gives, followed. by the two aspects of influence parallels the finding

reported in Table 8.4 where we noted an adjusted residual correlation

between R gives and influence success.

- - Yin IAA01#0.tf.,}Pi4.



The second factor consists primarily of seeking behavior among

persons like oneself--that is in horizontal conversations. Vertical

down conversations are negatively loaded on this factor.

MA.e 8.6 Factor Structure of Informal Cowmaication Behaviors ..:Jr

Low Parent, Low Citizen Group (Orthogonal Rotation).*

BehAvior

h orh fco osss piaiy o hs esn en ogt

b esn ihr u hn te, ie, sho epe hr s n

copnig ifune oee.

Factor three is the passive communication factor, including the

various aspects of scope, horizontal directions, and focusing primarily

n: vertical down 19 42 16 06

6. Initiative: R is given -07 -15 2.1

7. Initiative: It is sought 17 27 09

9. Direction: vertical up -10 -13 .10 84

*This is a varimax rotation of the principal components factor

analysis reported in Table D.9 of Appendix D. Decimal points are

omitted. Loadings of ± .40 or higher are underlined.

on the initiative form of R is given.

The fourth factor consists primarily of these persons being sought

by persons higher up than they, i.e., school people. There is no

accompanying influence, however.

Factor three is the passive communication factor, including the

various aspects of scope, horizontal directions, and focusing primarily
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Table 8.7 gives the factor structure for the low parent, high citizen

group.

The first factor here is a new kind of active communication and

opinion leader factor. It focuses on horizontal conversations and total

conversation, includes the other aspects of scope, some influmee

attempts and successes, and is primarily characterized by high loadings

on R is sought and R seeks.

The factor structure strongly suggests that here are the femiles

of for parent, high citizen orientation whom we had- previously observed

to be high on both R is 'sought and R seeks, but who show relatively

little influence attempts and successes in comparison to males.

The second factor is the effective influence factor, focusing

on K gives as a form of initiative, but indicating the dammward aspect

of their influence by scope of conversants and the loading on vertical

down.

This factor is probably representative of the males of low parent,

high citizen orientation whom we had seen to be influential, and high

on R gives.

It should be noted that the structure of the second factor is

somewhat at odds with the analysis reported in Table 8.4. From the

results there, one would not be led to believe that there is a positive

correlation between eltherFmope of conversants or vertical down con-

versations and influence success. The adjusted correlations reported

there were both negative.

. The reason for the anomaly is that the factor analysis does not

extract the common participation factor as it appears in the inter-

correlations. The implication of the Table 8.4 results is not,. that we
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Table 8.7 Factor Structure of Informal Communication Behaviors for

Low Parent, High Citizen Group (Orthogonal Rotation).*

Loading on factor:

Behavior 1 2 i. 4
8. Direction: Horizontal 8.5. 30 31 01

1. Scope: total conversations 81 37 32 24

7. Initiative: R is sought a .26 -09 -11

5. Initiative: R seeks 62 09 .14

3. Scope: conversants 60 41 La 01

11. Influence: attempts 39 68 21 34

12. Influence: successes 28 a .03 34

10. Direction: vertical down 46 Y2 30 -10

4. Initiative: R gives 00 86 -.15 -07

2. Scope: topics 34 15 52 32

6. Initiative: R is given ok -08 a 05

9. Direction: vertical up 00 03 13 ta

*This is a varimax rotation of the principal _components factor

analysis reported in Table D.10 of Appendix D. Decimal points

are omitted. Loadings of .40 or higher are underlined.

should dismiss scope of conversants and vertical down conversations as

part of the influence configuration for this group. Rather, we should

simply avoid the inference that these variables have an independent

functional relationship with influence success.

Such contrasts in results between the factor analyses and the

results of Table 8.4 should be viewed as inCtoations of a distinction

between necessary and sufficient conditions. Table 8.4 may rule out

the possibility of a variable being a sufficient condition for influence
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success. It does not remove it as a possibility for being a necessary

condition in which other variables provide the sufficient condition for

success.

Factor three appears to be an attenuated-version of the passive

communication factor noted in the previous groups. It focuses on R is

given and is accompanied by the scope variables and horizontal conversations.

The fourth factor centers primarily on vertical up conversations,

i.e., with school people and on R seeks as a form of initiative. There

is some indication of influence attempts and successes. It would appear

that those who seek out school persons among this group may have some

success in influencing them.

One can see that the inclusion of influence attempts and successes

with R seeks and vertical up conversations on the fourth factor is also

inconsistent with the findings in Table 8.1.4 although at least the

residuals are positive for these aspects of informal communication.

Table 8.8 reports the factor structure for the high parent, low

citizen group.

The first factor here looks very much like the first factor for

the low parent, high citizen group, except that it has high loadings

on influence attempts and successes. Otherwise, the scope variables,

horizontal conversations, and the two initiative aspects of R: seeks and

R is sought are present.

The results of the analysis given in Table 8.4. would caution us to

avoid the inference that R seeks is independently related to influence

success among these high parent, low citizen orientation persons.

The second factor resembles the passive communication factor noted
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Table 8.8 Factor Structure of Informal Communication Behaviors for
High Parent, Low Citizen Group (Orthogonal Rotation).*

Load2ng_ on. factor:

-2..

8. Direction: horizontal 10 39

1. Scope: total conversations 81 32

5. Initiative: R seeks 16 -17

7. Initiative: R is sought 67, -18 18

3. Scope: conversaiats §2 27 46

2. Scope: topics ,4 33

U. Influence: attempts 24

12e Influence: successes LIZ -11 .52

10. Direction: vertical down 11 21 -16

6. Initiative: R is given 14 81 12

9. Direction: vertical up -33

4. Initiative: R gives 17 -02

Behayior

*This is a varimax rotation of the principal components factor
analysis reported in Table D.11 of Appendix D. Decimal points
are omitted. Loadings of ± .40 or higher are underline.

in other factor structures, with the important exception that it has

high loadings for vertical down and vertical up conversations.

The third factor is an influence factor focusing arotuut.R-gives;.

even though we saw in Table 8.4 that there was no independent relation-

ship of R gives with influence success. The scope variables, hor3.-

zontra conversations and vertical up conversations are also included

in this factor. We saw earlier that vertical up conversations had no

independent relationshi p with influence success.
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The factor structure for this group gives a picture of opinion

leadership consistent with a two-step flow of communication model. These

persons are given information and ideas from sdhool people and from the

other nonpublic school parents. They are influential among persons like

themselves who seek them out or to whom they give their opinions.

However, it must be clearly stated that of the elements in this

two-step flow, only the fact that the respondent is sought out by some-

one has an independent relationship with influence success. The relay

function for both vertical up and vertical down conversations, horizontal

conversations, and the use of R gives as a form of initiative are un-

related independently to influence success among members of this group.

Table 8.9 reports the factor structure for the high parent, high

citizen group.

The first factor is an influence factor focusing on R gives as

the form of initiative involved.

The second factor is primarily the correlation between R seeks and

vertical up conversations, as these persons tend to seek largely: from

school people, the only group above them.

The third factor is the passive cotmunication factor focusing on

R is given.

The fourth factor shows the respondent being sought by someone

lower in level. There is no influence involved.
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Table 8.'.9 Factor Structure of Informal. Communication Behaviors for
High Parent, High Citizen Group (Orthogonal Rotation)**

Loading on factor:

2 4Behavior

4. Initiative: R gives 82,

12. Influence: successes 84

no Influence: attempts 84

-13 -12

06 03

18 23

-07

08

12

8. Direction: horizontal a LI La -15

1. Scope: total conversations Za la 46 13

2. Scope: topics 37 24 ig 25

3. Scope: conversants 33 15 62 07

6. Initiative: B. is given -08 -05 a 00

9. Direction: vertical up -11 66 23 29

5. Initiative: R seeks 26 80 -05 .13

7. Initiative: R is sought -03 36 09 61

10. Direction: vertical down 08 -12 03 ga

*This is a varimax rotation of the principal components factor analysis

reported in Table D.12 of Appendix D. Dedimal points are omitted.

Loadings of ± .40 or higher are underlined.

Table 8.10 gives the factor structure for school people.

Their first factor is an influence factor with the R gives form of

initiative highly loadel, along with scope and horizontal direction.

Their second factor is the passive communication factor, focusing

on R is given, and including the various aspects of scope, horizontal

conversations, and some influence attempts--but not influence successes.

eA
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Table 8.10 Factor Structure of Informal. Communication Behaviors

for School People (Orthogonal Rotation).*

Beh___AA2L.

12.

11.

4.

2.

8.

1.

3.

6.

7.

10.

5.

Loading on factor:

1 2 j. 4

Influence: successes 81

Influence: attempts 25.

Initiative: R gives 64

Scope: topics 48

Direction: horizontal 44

Scope: total conversations 39

Scope: conversants 30

Initiative: R is given -07

Initiative: R is sought 11

Direction: vertical down 00

Initiative: R seeks 04.

-05 19 -02

35 34 -03

13 03 38

2, 39 25

64 42 ie.

k Z. 42

52 42 33

21. -05 -20

10 §a 00

12 84 12

-05 14 L32.

*This is a varimax rotation of the principal components factor analysis

reported in Table B.13 of Appendix D. Decimal points are omitted.

Loadings of t .40 or higher are underlined,

Their third factor shows school people being sought by persons lower

in direction level, with rather large components of-scope, some in-

fluence attempts, but relatively little influence success.

The fourth factor focuses on their seeking behavior in horizontal

conversations.

A,Sumnary of the FactorAnalyses,

There are two factors which appear for all six groups in fairly

clear form. There is an active communication factor focusing on R gives,

with more or less influence success, including all aspects of scope, and

"^"^
, , -
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primarily in the horizontal direction. There is a passive communication

factor, again in the horizontal direction, including all aspects of scope,

with R is given, but with no influence involved.

There is a factor that combines R seeks and vertical up conversations

that appears among three groups--the Others, those of low parent, high

citizen orientation, and those of high parent, high citizen orientation.

Three of the groups have a factor which includes R. is sought with

vertical down conversations--the Others, those of high parent, high

citizen orientation, and school people. Usually there is no influence

success involved.

Two of the groups have a factor in which R seeks and horizontal

conversations are round together--those of low parent, low citizen

orientation and school people.

Two groups--those of low parent, high citizen orientation and

those of high parent, low citizen orientation--have a factor of com-

munication activity including all aspects of scope, horizontal conver-

sations, and some influence, that also includes both R seeks and R is

sought.

There are two completely idiosyncratic factors. Among those of

low citizen, low parent orientation there is a factor containing R is

sought and vertical up conversations. Among the Others group there is

a factor which consists of a large negative relationship between R is

given and R is sought.

In Summary,

We did not find much evidence for there being communication leaders

of comprehensive stature. Generally, the same persons did not initiate

conversations actively and passively. Those who give are not the same
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persons as those who are given. Those who give are not often the ones

who are sought.

Thera are several evidences of reciprocity, however. For one

person, there may be alternation of giving and seeking. For two persons

there may be alternation of seeking and being sought.

The high parent, low citizen orientation group is the group where

an indication of communication leadership is found. These persons show

slight positive correlations between five of six pairs of initiative

forms. They also have the most variance accounted for by the first

factor derived in the factor analyses.

The relay function of communication leadership is largely unful-

filled by any one type of person. The same persons do not talk with

persons at more than one direction level--i.e. up and down, or hori-

zontal and up or down.

The low parent, high citizen group does have positive correlations

for each pair of direction aspects; but none of the correlations are

significant.

The relay function most likely to be filled by a public school

parent group is that indicated by a positive correlation between vertical

up and vertical down conversations.

When an adjuement is made on influence success to remove the

effect of more influence attempts among those who participate more,

several findings of some importance emerge.

Scope is generally unrelated to influence success among all groups

studied except those of low parent, low citizen orientation--whose parti-

cipation is low. Thus greater scope has some meaning for these people.

The initiative form of R gives is related to success after the
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adjustment for all groups except those of high parent, low citizen orien-

tation. This last group shows a relationship between R is sought and

success after the adjastment. None of the other groups do.

Among school people, those who initiate by seeking are more often

successful. But we have seen that this is an infrequent_form of initi-

ative for school people.

The two groups in which opinion leadership had been earlier inferred

--those of low parent, high citizen or and those of high parent,

low citizen orientationshow no relationship of size between horizontal

conversations and success in influence.

We have concluded from this finding that although most influence

success may occur in horizontal conversations, the inference can not

be drawn that horizontal conversations are more effective than other

types of conversations in achieving influence success.

There is only one instance in which vertical up or vertical down

conversation is related to success after the adjustment. Among Others,

vertical down conversations are related to success.

In our factor analyses of the correlations among aspects of in-

formal communication for each group, we find two factors common to every

graapf

1. An active communication factor, including all aspects of scope,

horizontal conversations, R gives, and influence attempts and successes.

2. A passive communication factor, including all aspects of scope,

horizontal conversations, Rix given, and no influence variables.

Influence success appears in several other factors, mhibh vary from

one group to another:

1. Among Others, influence is associated with vertical down
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conversations.

2. Among those of low parent, high citizen orientation, influence

is a soe-i it& with vertical. up convezoatioils arid it Seeks.

3. Among those of low parent, high citizen orientation and those

of high parent, low citizen orientation, influence is associated with R

is sought--along with R seeks, horizontal conversations, and all, aspects

of scope. Only R is sought seems to be distinctive to this configuration.

A factor that combines R seeks with vertical up conversations is

found for three groups: Others, those of low parent, high citizen

okitig-itaticr., and those of high parent, high citizen orientation.

A factor that combines R seeks with horizontal conversations is

found for two groups: those of low parent, low citizen orientation and

school people.

Three groups have a factor that combines R is sought with vertical

down conversations: Others, those of high parent, high citizen orien-

tation, and school people. But there is no influice involved.

We would conclude from this analysis that dissemination of infor-

mation about schools is primarily dependent on the participation of

these individuals, and the attendant inte,rests of the conversants. Al-

though some persons participate heavily, there is no indication that they

perform relay functions to any appreciable extent. The same persons do

not often both get and give. The same persons do not often converse

with more than one kind of person.

We would also conclude that there are different forms of opinion

leadership (exemplified by the rleationships of R gives, R seeks, and

R is sought to influence success), and that there are different kinds of

opinion leaders (as exemplified by the various orientation groups that

contain successful influencers).



Chapter IX

Style of Informal. Communication

Naming looked at conversations as a whole, we now turn to the ques-

tion of what goes on within the conversation. ,How is it condacted.what

is the give and take? What is the message content--fact or fancy, self

assertion or report?

This chapter covers the style, the give and take of the conversants.

The next chapter covers message content. In both, indexes of style or

message content are related to the twelve dimensions of informal com-

munication (aspects of scope; initiative, direction, and influence)

for all communicators. Then they are related to selected communicator

characteristics among school people and among public school parents,

where the two orientations are again used to identify significant groups.

In all, some 144 825 statements have been coded for this analysis,

representing the content of more than 2,000 conversations. After ex-

terzive training sessions, three-person coding teams analyzed the same

sample of conversations. Their degree of agreement exceeded .90 in

coding the style variables. In coding the message content variables,

their degree of agreement exceeded .80.1

The lower figure for message content is due primarily to the

difficulty in coding verifiability of the statements. A subsequent

check on coding reliability was made during the course of the coding

1The measure of coder agreement was the ratio of the number of items

coded the same by all three coders, plus one-half the number of items

coded the same by two of the three coders, over the total number of

its coded.

238
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operation. Two methods were used. Initial assessments of agreement

frog coders analyzing data from one study district were reconfirmed

lmong different coders analyzing message data from other districts.

Secondly, a spot check of coder agreement was made throughout the

content coding period. The teams were given samples of messages. .All

coded the samples and the 4egree of agreement was reassessed. Disagree-

ment remained minimal.

Indexes of Style

We constructed two style indexes. The first, a communicator..

receiver index, gives the proportion of all content in a conversation in

which the respondent was the communicator, that is, those statements

in which he was giving information or opinion} or in which he was being

sought by someone else for information or opinion. .The second index was

a giver-seeker index,which measures the part of the respondent's on

content that is giving rather than seeking.

The second ratio highlights a methodological problem with which

we had to cope. No respondent did much absolute seeking relative to

giving. Questions occur far less frequently in informal discourse

than declarative statements. Bat what was important was not the

absolute ratio of giving to seeking, but rather the' ratio relative to

other communicators' ratios.

To handle this problem the ratios were computed for all respondents

in each of the five districts. Then the ratio for each communicator

was compared with the ratio for his school district. The direction of

the deviation of each communicator's ratio from the mean for the

district was noted. The criterion variable is the proportion of
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respondents of a given type whose ratio exceeds the average ratio for

their respective districts.

Table 9.1 gives the distribution of communicator style attributes

for the five school districts. The distributions are quite similar

across districts.

Table 9.1 Distribution of Communicator Style Attributes by School
District.*

School district:

Style attrpute A a_ 4.. -.IL- E

R gives 41% 43% 39% 39% 46%.

R seeks 7% 6% 8% 6% 6%

R is given 46% 459 47% 49% 42%

R is sought 6 .0 .....61
romil A 100% 100% 100%

(N=2473) (N=2821) N=2409) (N=4189) (N=2938)

*Cell entries are proportions of all statements from reconstructed con-
versations that are of the category stated.

In comparison to the aspects of initiative noted for beginning

conversations in Chapter V, it can be seen that there is less seekihg

by the respondent or from the respondent within conversations than there

was in getting the conversation started.

The fact that for the five districts there is a higher proportion

of R is given statements than R gives statements reflects the conver-

sations in which there were more than two conversants, so that any one

respondent controlled somewhat less than half of the conversation content. 4
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Style and Dirmalo
In this section we show the differences in communicator-receiver

ratios and giver-seeker ratios by various dimensions of informal commun-

ication. The sample includes all communicators.

Table 9.2 shows the relationship of the communicator-receiver index

and the giver-seeker index to various aspects of scope.

Table 9.2 Communicator-Receiver Index and Giver-Seeker Index by Aspect

of Scope.*

Aspect of scope CCR 211.

Total conversations:

One (N=225) 60% 75%

Two (N=245) 59% 69%

Three (N=171) 62%

Four or more (N=134) 63% 62%

Topics:

One (N=208) 61% 70%

Two (N =195) 60% 67%

Three (N=216) 61% 69%

Four or more (N=216) 65% 69%

Conversants:

One (N=302) 65% 7496

Two (N=280) 59% 65%

Three or more (N=193) 62% 65%

*Percentages are of those whose communicator-receiver ratio or whose

giver-seeker ratio exceeds the average ratio for their respective

districts.
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None of the aspects of scope has a significant correlation with the

communicator-receiver roles as indexed.

Only total conversations has a statistically significant relation-

ship with the giver-seeker index (pc .02). Those who have more conver-

sations tend to show less giving in relation to seeking than those

with fewer conversations. A similar relationship is seen for scope

of conversants, but the relationship reaches only a ,.10 level of

significance.

Table 9.3 shows the proportions of communicators whose communicator.

receiver ratios and giver-seeker ratios exceed the average for the

district by various aspects of initiative in starting conversations.

Those, persons who initiate conversations by giving are seen to be

more likely to be communicators within conversations and givers within

conversations. Both relationships are significant at the .001 level.

Similarly, those persons who had more conversations which they

initiated by seeking information or opinion from someone else were

less likely to have a communicator or giver ratio higher than the

average for their district. Both of these relationships are significant

at the .001 level.

Those persons whose conversations were initiated by their being

given information or opinion from someone else were less to have

a high communicator-receiver ratio. This is significant at the .001

level. However, they were slightly more likely to have a higher

giver-seeker ratio the more conversations they had initiated by their

being given information or opinion from someone else. The relation-

ship is not significant.

4
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Table 9.3 Communicator-Receiver Index and Giver - Seeker Index by

Aspect of Initiative.*

Aspect of initiative CRI

R gives:

Zero (N=376) 52%

One (N=260) 69% 70%

Two or more (N=139) 76% 81%

R seeks:

Zero (N=514) 68% 85%

One (N=182) 53% 40%

Two or more (N=79) 41% 32%

R is given:

Zero (N=358) 70% 65%

One (N=291) 57% 72%

Two or more (N=126) 50% 72%

11 is sought:

Zero (N=505) 56% 68%

One (ii=-204) 69% 71%

Two or, more (N=67) 79% 72%

*Percentages are those whose communicator- receiver or whose giver-

seeker ratio exceeds the average ratio for their respective districts.

Those persons who had more conversations in which they were sought

to start the conversations show more high communicator-receiver ratios.

The relationship is significant at the .001 level., There is a similar

relationship, but sharply attenuated, between the number of conversations

started by the respondent being sought and the proportion of such
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respondents with a high giver-seeker ratio. This relationship is

not significant.

The high relationships between aspects of initiative for begin-

ning the conversation and the style within the conversation indicate

consistency of behavior on the part of the respondents. The two

insighificant relationships are found for the two aspects of initiative

in beginning conversations that have no counterpart in the giver.

seeker index.

Table 9.4 shows the relationships between the two indexes and

aspects of direction. (The school people are omitted from this analysis.)

Those who had more conversations with persons at the same direc-

tional level as themselves were less likely to have high communicator-

receiver ratios or high giver-seeker ratios. Both of these are

statistically significant, the former at the .05 level and the latter

at the .001 level.

Those with more vertical up conversations show less communicating

and less giving within their conversations. Both relationships are

significant, at the .05 level and the .001 level, respectively.

On the other hand, those who had more conversations with persons

of a lower directional level than themselves tended to have higher

communicator-receiver ratios and higher giver seeker ratios. The first

4f these is significant at the .10 level and the second at the .05 level.

These findings are consistent with our assumption of greater

information capability residing in those of higher direction levels,

such that those communicating upwards tend to receive more and to seek

more, while those communicating downwards tend to communicate more and

to give more.
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Table 9.4 shows the relationships between the two indexes and

aspects of influence.

Table 9.4. Communicator-Receiver Index and Giver-Seeker Index by
kspect of Direction.*

Aspect of direct:1:ga CR

Horizontal:

Zero (N=95) 73% 77%

One (N=262) 59% 71%

Two (N=221) 62% 71%

Three or more (N=197) 59% 60%

Vertical up:

Zero (N=412)

One (N=165) 57%

Two or more (N=51) 47%

Vertical down:

Zwo (N=577) 59%

Ona (N=141) 68%

Two or more (N57) 70%

73%

47%

66%

75%

78%

*Percentages are of those whose communicator- receiver or whose giver-
seeker ratio exceeds the average ratio for their respective districts.
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Table 9.5 Communicator-Receiver Index end Giver-Seeker Index by
Aspect of Influence.*

Aspect of UflueRce

Attempts:

Zero (N=194) 57% 514

One (N=273) 65% 714

Two (N=193) 7696 76%

Three or more (N=115) 7 71%

Successes:

Zero (N=450) 57% 66%

One (N=224) 65% 73%

Tgo or more (N=101) 75%

*Percentages are of those whose communicator-receiver or whose giver-

seeker ratio exceeds the average ratio for their respective districts.

There is a slight curvilinear relationship between number of

attempts and the two indexes. The persons who attempt influence in one

or more conversations are more likely to be high on the communicator-

receiver or giver-seeker indexes. Bat those who attempt three or

more times to influence are slightly lager than those who attempt only

twice. The relationships are significant at the .001 level.
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Those who are most often successful in influence attempts show

higher communicator-receiver ratios, significant at the .01 level.

There is a slight curvilinearity again in the relationship between

number of successes and the giver-seeker index. Two or more successes

stand no higher than one success in proportion of giver-seeker ratios

above the district average,

The curvilinearity between the two aspects of influence and the

giver-seeker index suggests that some degree of reciprocity becomes

necessary for those who engage in a greater amount of influence

activity.

Style Attributes Among Public School Parents

We begin by showing the relationship between the two indexes

and the parent and citizen orientations in Table 9.6.

The citizen orientation, but not the parent orientation, has a

relationship with the communicator-receiver index. Those of.high

citizen orientation tend to have more persons with a communicator-

receiver ratio higher than the district average.

.1.1401111.*
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Table 9.6 Communicator-Receiver Index and Giver-Seeker Index by

Parent Orientation and Citizen Orientation.*

CRI

Parent:

High 63% 64%

Low 63% 75%

Citizen:

High 66% 69%

Low 59% 68%

Joint orientation:

High parent, high citizen 68% 68%

High parent, low citizen 55% 58%

Low parent, high citizen 6 71%

Low parent, low citizen 62% 78%

*Percentages are of those whose communicator-receiver or whose giver-

seeker ratio exceeds the average ratio for their respective districts.

The zits are the same as in Table 4.1.

For the giver-seeker index, the situation reverses. The citizen

orientation has little relationship, but the parent orientation does.

Here, however, those of low parent orientation are more likely to have

persons with a higher giver-seeker index than the district average.

Referring to the interactions of the two orientations in relation

to these indexes, we see that the effect of the citizen orientation on

the communicator-receiver index occurs primarily among those of high

parent orientation.

The relationship between the parent orientation and the giver-

seeker index occurs primarily among those of low citizen orientation.
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For both indexes, the group with the smallest proportion of persons

above their district averages are those of high parent, low citizen

orientation.

This is the group we have previously observed to contain persons

properly designated as opinion leaders. While they .my be different on

some important characteristics of their overall, conversation behavior,

it appears that within the conversations they are most like the average

communicators in the districts from which they come.

Table 9.7 gives the relationships between selected communicator

attributes and the two indexes among all public school parents.

None of the attributes has much of a relationship with the communicator-

receiver index. The highest relationship is with interest in nonlocal

affairs, where those who have a high interest-are more likely to have a

communicator-receiver ratio higher than the district average. Those of

low education are also somewhat more likely to have a higher communicator-

receiver ratio.

For the giver-seeker ratios, males are more likely to have a

higher ratio than the district average. So are those of less edwation

and particularly those with less information exposure. Those who per

ceiver economic conditions as being good are somewhat more likely to

have a higher giver-seeker ratio.

Among those holding a moderate evaluation of local schools, the

likelihood of a higher communicator.receiver ratio is less than among

those holding either a favorable or unfavorable opinion.

to
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Table 9.7 Communicator-Receiver Index and Giver-Seeker Index by
Selected Communicator Attributes.*

Attribute

Sex:

Male (N=114) 62% 75%

Female (N=374,) 64% 67%

Age:

40 + years (N=228) 63% 70%

20-39 yrs. (N=259) 64J% 68%

Education:

High school or less (N=150) 66% 714

Some college + 61% 67%

Information exposure:

Zero to two (N=182) 65% 77%

Three or more (N=306) 62% 64%

Interest in local affairs:

Low (N=223) 62% 68%

High (N=264) 64 69%

Interest in nonlocal affairs:

Low (N=330) 61% 68%

High (N=15b) 68% 70%

Evaluation of local school:

Low (N=119) 65% 71%

Medium (N=196) 59% 69%

High (a=166) 67% 68%

Perceived economic condition:

Poor (N=201) 63% 66%

Good (N=283) 63% 71%

*Percentages are of those whose communicator-receiver or whose giver-
seeker ratio exceeds the average ratio for their respective districts.

2g,



251

With the next set of tables, we return to three variable analyses.

The criterion variables are the proportions of those whose index ratios

exceed the average ratio for their respective districts. The orienta-

tions are used here primarily to locate interesting relationships

between the test variables and the two indexes, Because the two orien-

tations are each related to one of the indexes, we shall make some conclud-

ing observations on the optimum conditions for those two relationships.

Table 918 shows the relationship between sex and the two criterion

variables for the various orientation levels of public school parents.

Although on the average there was little relationship between sex

and the communicator-receiver index, we see that, by joint orientation

there is something of a difference. Primarily, there is an interaction

in which low parent, low citizen orientation females are more likely to

Table 9.8 Co=unicator-Receiver Index and Giver-Seeker Index by

Parent-Citizen Orientation and Sex.*

Joint orientation:

Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,

Index /sex, 12Kiagisal high citizen low citizen, high citizim.

CRI

Male 48% 59% ** 73%

Female 67& 68% 53% 67%

GQT

Male 80% 72% ** 73%

Female 77% 71% 56% 66%

*Percentages are of those whose ratio exceeds the average ratio for

their respective districts. N's are given in Table 3.6

**Only nine males held this joint orientation, so the percentage is

not given.
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have a higher communicator-receiver ratio. The low parent, hi*:

citizen orientation females are also somewhat more likely to hove a

higher ratio. But high parent, high citizen orientation males are more

likely to have a higher communicator ratio.

The general relationship between sex and the giver-seeker index wad

that males Voided to have higher ratios. It is shown here to hold. mostly

for the high parent, high citizen orientation. What seems t" have

happened is that the relationship of sex to the orientation levels.

high, as we saw in Chapter III--absorbs much of the effectiveness of the

sex differentiation with respect-to this index.

Table 9.9 report s the relationship between age and the two

indexes for various joint orientations.

Table 9.9 Communicator-Receiver Index and Giver-Seeker Index by
Parent-Citizen Orientation and. Age.*

Joint orientation:

Index/age Low parent, Low parent, High pamt, high parent,
iblea,..sig,am low citizep. KEA citj.zerp

CRI

40 + yrs. 69% 60% 55% 67%

20 - 39 yrs. 59%' 69% 56% 70%

GSI

40 + yrs. 82% 65% 72% 68%

20 - 39 76% 79% 48% 68%

*Percentages are of those whose ratio exceeds the average ratio for

their respective districts. Vs are given in Table 3.6.



253

Although age was not related to either indek oiler all types of

public school parents, we find several interactions by joint orientation.

Age is differentially related to the communicator-receiver index

among those of low parent orientation according to the level of the

citizen orientation.' Low parent, low citizen orientation older persons

have more ratios above average. Low parent, high citizen orientation

younger persons have more high ratios.

Age has, a differential relationship to the giver-seeker index among

two of the groups which contain opinion leaders. Among those of low

parent, high citizen orientation, younger persons have more high giver

ratios. Among those of high parent, low citizen orientation, older

persons have more high giver ratios.

Table 9.10 reports the relationships between education and the two

indexes by joint orientation. We observed that those of less education

tend to be higher on 'both indexes in Table 9.7. Here we find that

these relationships hold primarily- for certain groups.

Those with less education have more high ratios for the commurAioator-

receiver index among those of low parent, low citizen orientations Those

with less education have more high ratios for the giver-seeker-index

among those of low parent, high citizen orientation*

We saw earlier that information exposure had a- slight negative

relationship with the communicator-receiver index. In table 9.11

we see that this negative relationship holds primarily among those of

low parent, high citizen orientation.
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Table 9.10 Communicator-Receiver Index and Giver-Seeker Index by

Parent-Citizen Orientation and Education.*

Joint orientation: 40

Index/ low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent
ducat .on ion c&ti;en high citizen low citils high citizec

CU

High school or less 74 68% 55% 67%

Some college + 54 62% 56% 69%

MI

High school or less 83% 88% 60% 71%

Some college + 75% 67% 57% 67%

*Percentages are of those whose ratio exceeds the average ratio for

their respective districts. N's are given in Table 3.6.

The only positive relationship between infornation exposure and

either index occurrs among those of high parent, low citizen orien-

tation, in relation to the communicator-receiver index.

Information exposure has its largest negative relationship with

the aver-seeker index among members of the same group. The Com-

mnnicator-receiver index, with its component of R is sought, might

well be expected to show the positive correlation with information

exposure in this conditIon. These are the persons who achieve

influence through being sought.

Among those of high parent orientation, a high interest in local

affairs is related to a 4gher ratio of communication to receiving.

Among those of low parent orientation, the opposite is true.
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Table 9.11 Comunicaotr-Receiver Index and Giver-iSeeker Index by

Parent-Citizen Orientation and Information Exposure.*

Joint orientation:

Index/Info. low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,

exposure loyr citizen, high ta;Vtizz., lowzitizatt high aajim

CR1

Zero to two 63% 71% 53% 68%

Three or more 61% 59% 57% 68%

GSI

Zero to two 80% 75% 76% 75%

Three or more 75% 69% 50% 65%

*Percentages are of those whose ratio exceeds the average ratio for

their respective districts. N's are given in Table 3.7.

Interest in local affairs did. not appear to have any relationship

with either index for all public school parents, but Table 9.12 shows

some interactions by joint orientation.

Table 9.12 Comraunicator-Receiver Index and Giver-Seeker Index by

Parent-Citizen Orientation and Interest in Local Affairs.*

Joint orientation

Index/ Low parent, Low parent, High parent, Hig:a parent,

tttlEtk1-00a1 low 4tiZaa Uk11910a2LJ2.:0-ttXT high OILASM

CR1

Low 64 68% 53% 59%

High 60% 59% 57% 73%

OSI

Low 80% 70% 59% 61%

High 75% 72% 58% 71%

*Percentages are of those whose ratio exceeds the average ratio for

their respective districts. N's are given in Table 3.7.

,4+10usa,um74110*
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The relationship between interest in local affairs and the giver-

seeker index is confined to the two end categories.. Those "of low parent,

low citizen orientation who are high on interest in local affairs are

less likely to have high giver-seeker ratios, while these of high

parent, high citizen orientation who are high on interest in local

affairs are more likely to have high giver-seeker ratios.

Table 9.13 gives the relationship between interest in nonlocal

affairs and the two indexes by joint orientation.

The positive relationship between a high interest in nonlocal

affairs and the communicator-receiver index, previously observed, is

seen to hold primarily among those of high parent orientation.

Table 9.13 Communicator-Receiver Index and Giver .Seeker Index by
Parent-Citizen Orientation and Interest in Nonlocal
Affairs.*

Index/
interest,_Donlocal low cit).zen, hi* citizen, low citizen

Joint orientation:

Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,
huh cAizea

CR/

Low 64% 64% 54

High 59% 65% 65%

asr

so% 69% 569

76% 72%

63%

75%

69%

60

*Percentages are of those T.those ratio exceeds the average ratio for

their respective districts. N's are given in Table 3.7e
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We had observed no relationship between intarest in nonlocal affairs

and the giver-seeker index, but we -se that in two groups where there are

opinion leaders--those of low parent, high citizen on and those

of high parent, low citizen orientation - =a high interest in nonlocal

affairs is related to a higher giver-seeker ratio.

Table 9.1k gives the relationships between evaluation of local schools

and the two indexes.

The previously observed relationship that those with moderate opinions

of the local schools were lowest on the conmninioator-receiver index is

seen here to hold particularly among those of .low parent, low citizen

orientation.

Among those of high parent orientation, a favorable evaluation of

the local schools is related to a higher communicator-receiver ratio.

Among those of low parent, high citizen orientation, an unfavorable

evaluation is related to a higher communicator-receiver ratio.

Table 9.1k Communicator-Receiver Index and GiverSeeker Index by

Parent-Citizen Orientation and Evaluation of Local Schools.*

Joint orientation:

Index/ Low parent, Low. parent, High parent, High parent

gAllattal loy citizen lighgittam low citUen Itch cigzqn

CRI

Low 70% 71% 55% 63%

Medium 50% 64% 55% 63%

High 71% 59% 61% 75%

GSI

low 82% 77% 52% 68%

Medium 75% 76% 59% 66%

High 80% 59% 61% 69%

*Percentages are of those whose ratio exceeds the average ratio for

their respective districts. Ngs are given in Table 3.8.

4
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The relationship between the giver-seeker index and evaluation of

the' local schools occurs in two opinion leader groups. Those of low

parent, high citizen orientation with a less favorable attitude have

higher giver-seeker ratios. Those of high parent, low citizen orien-

tation with a favorable opinion of the local schools have a higher giver-

seeker ratio.

Both indexes, then, suggest that the opinion leaders in these two

groupg are emphasizing different values. The low parent, high citizen

orifatation opinion leader is criticizing the schools. The high parent,

low citizen orientation opinion leader is praising the schools.

The overall relationships between perceived economic condition

and the two indexes are seen in Table 9.15 to hold over levels of

Orientation. There is still little relationship between perceived

economic condition and the communicator-receiver index. There is still

Table 9.15 Cc to Index and Giver-Seeker Index by
Parent-Citizen Orientation and Perceived Economic
Condition.*

Joint orientation

Index/ Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent
low citizen high citizen low citizen high citiatta

CR1

Poor 61% 67% 57% 69%

Good

OSI:

Poor 75% 72% 55% 61%

Good 81% 71% 61% 72%

*Percentages are of those whose ratio exceeds the average ratio for
their respective districts. N's are given in Table 3.8.

64% 62% 55% 68%
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a slight positive relationship between perception of good economic

conditions and higher giver - seeker ratios. One exception occurs among

those of low parent, high citizen orientation. There, those pereons who

see conditions as poor are slightly more likely to have high giver ratios.

We noted earlier that the citizen orientation was positively related

to the communicator-receiver index while the parent-orientation had no

relationship to the index, and, that the parent orientation is negatively

related to the giver-seeker index while the citizen orientation had no

effect there.

The optimum condition for the effectiveness of the citizen orien-

tation in accounting for the variance in the communicator - receiver index

occurs among those of high parent orientation who have a high interest

in local.affairs. The effect is 16% of the variance accounted ror.

The optimum condition for the negative relationship between the

parent orientation and the giver-seeker index occurs among those of

low Citimeen ter; matfi+.4 on who have an fteavorable evaluation of the"b

local schools. The variance accounted for is 30%.

In several.cases the relationships between the oriee,ations and

the indexes are. reversed. The most notable exceptions both occur when

the test variable is evaluation of local schools. Among those of

high citizen orientation who have a favorable evaluation of the local

schools, the parent orientation is -posi,tively related (10%) to the giver-

seeker ratio.

Among those of low parent orientation with a favorable evaluation

of the local schools, the relationship of the citizen orientation to

the communicator-receiver index is negative, reaching 12%.
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VII....-

school People

Among school people many of the attributes are related to one or

both of the two indexes, as shown in Table 9.16.

Table 9.16 Communicator-Receiver Index and Giver-Seeker Index among

School People, by Selected Attributes.*

Attribute

Sex:

Male 65% 78%

Female 68% ' 67%

Age

40 4' yrs.

0.1

70%

20 - 39 yrs. 63%

Information exposure:

Zero to two 60% 66%

Three or more 69%

Interest in local affairs:

Low 62%

High 70%

Interest in nonlocal affairs:

Low 71%

High 62%

Evaluation of local Schools:

Low 50%

Medium 76%

High 64%

Perceived economic condition:

Poor 58%

73%

72%

Good 69%

62%

80%

68%

76%

62%

68%

75%

71%

72%

*Percentages are of those whose ratio exceeds the average ratio for

their respective districts. Ws are given in Tables 3.6 through 3.8.
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The proportion of high communicator-receiver ratios is greater

among school people who are older, who have more information exposure,

who have a high interest in local affairs, who have a low interest in

nonlocal affairs, who have a favorable evaluation of the local schools- -

but, even more so among those with a moderate evaluationand those who

perceive economic conditions as good.

The proportion of high giver seeker ratios is greater among school

people who are males, who have more information exposure, who have a

high interest in local or nonlocal affairs, and those who have a

favorable evaluation of the local schools.

In Katy respects their behavior within the conversation parallels

their gross informal conversation behavior, just as it does for the

public school parent.

The exception to this trend seems to be the relationship between

the giver-seeker index and certain variables. The school people who

have a high interest in nonlocal affairs and a favorable evaluation of

the local schools tend to have higher giver-seek= ratios than their

gross communicatory activity would suggest.

The school people are unlike the public school parents in one

respect. Their ratios are likely to be higher with more information

exposure, whereas the public school parents ratios are generally lower

with more information exposure.

In2wmaam

We have developed two indexes for what goes on during the conver-

sations. The first, the communicator-receiver-index, measures the

proportion of the total content for which the respondent is dominant.
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The second, the giver-seeker index, measures the proportion of his own

conhent in which the respondent is giving rather than seeking.

Within conversations, there is less seeking by the respondent or

of the respondent than there is in the initiating of conversations. But

the persons who start conversations by seeking are the ones more likely

to seek during the conduct of the conversation. The ones who start

things off by giving their opinion or some information are the same

persons who are more likely to give than get during the conversation.

Those who converse with someone of a higher direction level are

more likely to receive and to seek during the conversation. Those who

converse with someone of a lower directional level are more likely to

be the communicator and to give.

Although those who attempt and succeed at influence are more

likely to have high communicator ratios and high giver ratios, those

who attempt and succeed most often have somewhat lower ratios than those

who attempt and succeed only a few times. It appears that frequent in-

flaentials must exercise some reciprocity in their conversational style.

Public school parents with a high citizen orientation are more

likely to have high communicator ratios. Those with a low parent

orientation are more likely to have high giver ratios. That is, those

of high parent orientation are more likely to show more seeking relative

to giving in their conversational style.

Those of high parent, low citizen orientation--whom we have seen

to be influential in that they are sought out--have the lowest communi-

cator and giver ratios. They are closest to the.average for their

respective districts, indicating more reciptocity in their conversational

relationships.
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While sex does not on the average have much of a relationship with

either index, males of high parent, high citizen orientation are more

likely to have high communicator and giver ratios.

Those of less education -- particularly those of low parent orien-

tation--have more high communicator and giver ratios.

In every condition but one, those with less information exposure

have more high communicator and giver ratios. The exception occurs

among those of high parent, loy citizen orientation in relation to the

communicator-receiver index.

The low parent, high citizen orientation opinion leaders have more

high communicator and giver ratios if they have an unfavorable evalua-

tion of the local schools. The high Parent, low citizen orientation

opinion leaders have more high communicator and giver ratios if they

have a favorable evaluation.

Among school people, information exposure and interest in local

affairs are related to more high communicator and giver ratios. .Females

have more high communicator ratios, but males show more high giver

ratios. Those with a low interest in nonlocal affairs have more high

communicator ratios, while those with a high interest have more high

giver ratios.

Those school people with a moderate evaluation,of local schools

are most likely to have more of the communicator role than the receiver

role. Bit those with a favorable evaluation are most likely to give

more than they seek.



Chapter X

Message Content Characteristics

Having viewed the give and take of conversations, we look now at

two message content characteristics, the verifiability of content and

the attribution of assertions.

Our objectives are to see how the aspects of informal communication

behavior and kinds of informal communicators relate to whether state-

ments tend to be verifiable or unverifiable (i.e., whether they

contain information or opinion), and whether statements tend to be

attributed to external or internal sources (i.e., to others or to

oneself).

It is obviously of some importance to find out whether those with

more scope of conversation use relatively more information than opinion,

or relatively more external attributions than internal attributions in

their conversational content. Similarly, we would like to know how

conversations variously initiated, in different directions, and of

varying influence aspects look on these content characteristics.

We shall also want to know, whether certain kinds of communicators..

especially those who appear to have opinion leaders among them-. -make

greater use of information or opinion, and of attributions to others.

The Indexes of Message Content

Based on the two variables of verifiability and attribution, four

types of content were coded: external verifiable, external nonverifi41.

able, internal verifiable, and internal nonverifiable. Table 10.1

gives the distribution of the four kinds of content over the five t,

districts.

264
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ns among

verifiable statements, the ratio of external to internal attributions

among nonverifiable statements, the ratio of verifiable to nonverifiable

statements among those externally attributed, and the ratio of

verifiable to nonverifiable statements among those internally attributed.

Again the ratio for each person was compared with the district

average, and the person was scored as either being above average or

below average on each index.

Most frequently, content is internal and nonverifiable--that is,

one's own opinions.

A relationship between attribution and verifiability can be seen.

In the content that is internal, the ratto of nonverifiable to veri-

fiable statements is three to one, while in the external content the

ratio is closer to two to one.

Given the correlation between verifiability and attribution, a

set of four indexes was developed to employ controls. These four

indexes are: the ratio of external to internal attributions among

verifiable statements, the ratio of external to internal attributions

among nonverifiable statements, the ratio of verifiable to nonverifiable

statements among those externally attributed, and the ratio of

verifiable to nonverifiable statements among those internally attributed.

Again the ratio for each person was compared with the district

average, and the person was scored as either being above average or

below average on each index.
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Message Content Indexes azUspenalCommunicatio;

In Table 10.2 we see that there is a positive and usually regular

relationship between each aspect of scope and the use of external

attributions and the use of verifiable content.

All of the relationships between aspects of scope and greater use

of external attributions are statistically significant at the .01 level.

The relationships between each aspect of scope and the greater use of

verifiable content among the statements attributed to external

sources are significant at the .05 level.

The relationships between aspects of scope and greater use of

verifiable but internal statements are somewhat weaker, with only

the relationship between total conversations and this index being

significant at the .05 level.

The tendency for more use of external and verifiable content

with greater scope fits the previously observed inference that there

is a common participation factor that runs through many aspects of

informal communication, including exposure to information outside the

context of conversations.

The other side of the picture here is worth noting, that those

with less scope tend to use opinioa more than information in their

conversations. In addition, they tend to speak of what they them-

selves think, rather than of what other people haire said.

awnINI.N1100.1.1111111140MINIMINIPOW10.
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Table 10.2 Message Content Indexes by Aspect of Scope.*

Aspect of scope

Total conversations:

One (N =225) 12% 24% 12% 34%

Two (N=245) 22% 35% 10 40%

Three (N 171) 31% 40% 29% 43%

Four or more (N=134) 39% 414 37% 49%

Topics

One (N=208) 16% 25% 16% 35%

Two (N=195) 22% 33% 20% 37%

Three (N=156) 28% 41% 26% 44%

Four or more (N=216) 31% 39% 28% 45%

Conversantp:

One (N=302)

E/I .4 V EtII NV V/NV: E 7.11NVI

tht=280)Two vas

Three or more (N=193)

17% 25% 17% 37%

25% 29% 23% 41%

33% 40% 31% 43%

*Percentages are of those whose ratio exceeds the average ratio for

their respective districts.

Table 10.3 shows a somewhat mixed picture in the relationships

between aspects of initiative and the four indexes.

Those who open conversations more often by giving are significantly

more likely to have a higher ratio of verifiable, internally attributed

content. Otherwise the curvilinear relationships betweenthisgspeet

of initiative and the indexes are not significant.

Those who open :Wore conversations by seeking are more likely to

have higher rations of external attributions and higher' ratios of



verifiable statements.

For content of external attribution, the relationship between R

seeks and the ratio of verifiable to nonverifiable content is significant

at the .001 level. The relationship between R seeks and the ratio of

verifiable to nonverifiable internal attributions is not significant.

Table 10.3 Message Content Indexes by Aspect of Initiative.*

Aspect of inithitive Eii:V EiI:NV tlial VALI

R gives:

Zero CM=376) 24 36% 20% 35%

One (N=260) 26% 33% 26% 48%

Two or more (N=139) 22% 33% 22% 42%

R seeks:

Zero (N=515) 11% 20 12% 39%

One (H=182) 45% 58% 40% 42%

Two or more (Nen) 63% 66% 48% 46%

R .!.s given:

Zero (N--158) 26% 38% 24% 42%

One (N=291) 20 30% 20% 39%

Two or more 01=126) 29% 35% 20 39%

R is soughts

Zero N=505) 22% 34% 24 37%

One (N=200 31% 36% 26A 48%

Two or more (N=67) 18% 33% 21% 44$

*Percentages are of those whose ratio exceeds the average ratio for

their respective districts.
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There are no significant relationships between the number of

conversations initiated by the respondent being given something and

either aspect of message content.

There is a regular, curvilinear relationship between the aspect

of initiative, R is sought, and both message content characteristics.

Those who are sought out most often (two or more times), are less

likely to have higher ratios of external or verifiable content than

those who are sought out only once. The latter persons are also more

likely to have higher ratios than those who are not sought out at all.

In only one case does the person who is sought out two or more

times have a higher ratio than those not sought out at all. Those

sought out two or more times do have a higher ratio of verifiable

to nonverifiable statements among those attributed to themselves.

The curvilinearity is similar to th4t for R gives. And both R

gives and R is sought have been seen previously to be part of

influence behavior for different kinds of people.

Table 10.4 gives the relationships for aspects of direction and

the message content indexes.

Persons who have more horizontal conversations are likely to

have higher ratios of external attributions, whether of verifiable

or nonverifiable content. Among those statements externally

attributed, they are also more likely to have a higher ratio of

verifiable statements. However, among those statements which are not

attributed to someone else, there is a curvilinear relationship

between number of horizontal conversations and the ratio of verifiable

to nonverifiable statements. Those who have zero horizontal conversations
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or those who have three or more horizontal conversations are most

likely to have a higher ratio of verifiable, internally attribuGed

statements.
.111ft

Table 10.4 Message Content Indexes by Aspect of Direction.*

Most of direction E/I:V guy ViNV:H ViNV3I

Horizontal:

Zero (N=95) 15% 30% 12% 45%

One (N=262) 18% 29% 17% 35%

Two (N=221) 26% 34$ 24% 38%

Three or more (N=197) 35% 4396 33% 49%

Vertical up:

Zero (N=412) 21% 30% 21% W.%

One (N=165) 28% 41% 22% 41%

Two or more (N=51) 37% 57% 25% 2a%

Vertical down:

Zero (N=579) 25% 36% 22% 39%

One (N=140) 23% 27% 24% 39%

Two or more (N57) 21% 35% 23% 56%

*Percentages are of those whose ratio exceeds the average ratio for

their respective districts.

All of these relationships are statistically significant at the

.05 level or better.

The more vertical up conversations a person bast, the more likely

he is to have a higher ratio of external statements, whether of

'minable or nonverifiable content. The picture is somewhat different
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for the ratio of verifiable to nonverifiable statements. Among the

statements externally attributed there is little difference by number

of vertical up conversations held. However, those who had two or more

vertical up conversations are more likely to have a lower ratio of

verifiable, internally attributed statements. This latter relationship

is significant at the .02 level.

The more vertical down conversations a person has is significantly

related only to the ratio of verifiable statements among those internally

attributed. This relationship, significant at the .05 level, shows

that those with two or more vertical down conversations tended to have

a higher ratio of verifiable, internal content.

The contrasts between relationships involving vertical up conver-

sations and those involving vertical down conversations are of some

interest. There is no relationship to speak of between vertical down

conversations and the use of external attributions, regardless of

whether the content is verifiable or nonverifiable. But there is a

significant relationship between the number of vertical up conversations

(usually with school people) and a greater ratio of external attributions,

whether of verifiable or of nonverifiable content.

Vertical up conversations also contrast with vertical down con-

versations in relationship to the verifiable, internally attributed,

statements. The ratio of verifiable contenti.e., the use of infor-

mation, is greater among those who have more vertical down conversations.

The ratio of verifiable content is less among those who have two or more

vertical up conversations. These people are giving more opinion than

information.



272

Table 10.5 reports the relationships between aspects of influence and

the message content indexes..

Table 10.5 Message Content Indexes by Aspect of Influence.*

PAM ViNV:E V /NV :I,

32% 23% 36%

33% 19% 40%

32% 22% 41%

44% 30% 46%

32% 23% 40%

35% 20% 40%

45% 27% 46%

*Percentages are of those whose ratio exceeds the average ratio for
their respective districts.

Aspect of influence E/I:V

Attempts:

Zero (N=194) 26%

One (N=273) 23%

Two (N=193) 21%

Three or more (N=115) 30%

Successes:

Zero (N=450) 24%

One (N=224) 22%

Two or more (N=101) 29%

The number of influence attempts relates positively to the greater

use of external attributions and to a higher ratio of verifiable content.

There are evidences of curvilinearity, though, in several of the

relationships, and only one of them is significant at the .05 level,

that involving a greater ratio of external, nonverifiable attributions.

The relationships of success to the various indexes, like the

relationships of attempts, are generally positive and sometimes

cmilinear. Only one is statistically significant at the .05 level,

again that involving a higher ratio of external, nonverifiable

attributions.

.1
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The airvilinearity patterns differ for the relationships between

aspects of influence and the indexes and for the relationships previously

seen between two aspects of initiative, R gives and R is sought, and

the indexes. Yet these aspects of initiative are those associated

with effective influence.

A moderate amount of giving and of being sought is upually more

highly related to the use of external attributions and verifiable

content. Bat the most successful influentials show the greatest

use of external attributions and verifiable content.

Those who give more or those who are sought out more may not

be as effective if they make less use of external attributions and/

or verifiable content.

An important finding of this section seems to be the implied

inclusion of greater use of external attributions and greater use

of verifiable content in the general participation factor which

characterizes much of informal communication about schools.

iipsageSont.mttoze.s
We begin this section by showing the relationship between the

parent and citizen orientations and the four message content indexes.

Table'10.6 reports the results for these relationships.

The parent orientation is psoitively related to all four indexes.

Those persons with a high parent orientation make more use of external

attributions and of verifiable content.

The citizen orientation shows a slight negative relationship with

all bit one of the indexes. Those of high citizen orientation use
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more external attributions in their nonverifiable content. Otherwise

they have somewhat fewer proportions of parsons with ratios higher than

the district average.

Table 10.6 Message Content Indexes by Parent Orientation and Citizen
Or4entation.* 4

griatAial Etify, ELIAZ VILE vhiv:Z

Parent

High 29% 39% 25% 434

Low 19% 30% 23% 36%

Citizen

High 24% 41% 22% 39%

Low 26% 24 23% 41%

Joint orientation:

High parent, high citizen 25% 40% 24% 42%

High parent, low citizen 34 38% 27% 46%

LowAparent, high citizen 21% 41% 21% 35%

Low parent, low citizen 18% 17% 19% 36%

*Percentages are of those whose ratio exceeds the average ratio for
their respective districts. N's are the same as in Table 4.1.

Considering the orientations jointly, the public school parent who

has a high parent, low citizen orientation is most likely to have a

higher ratio of external, verifiable statements and to have a higher

ratio of verifiable statements, whether of external or internal

attribution.

The low parent, high citizen orientation group has the highest

proportion of persons with a high ratio of external, nonverifiable

0
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statanents.

This is the same group which we have seen to have higher communica-

tor and giver ratios if unfavorable evaluations of local schools are

held. It would appear that these persons are potential dispensers of

rumors--of content attributed to others, unfavorable to the local schools,

that is not subject to verification.

Since both the parent and citizen orientations are more effective

in the. low condition of each other in accounting for variance of the

external, nonverifiable index, we might infer that they are functional

equivalents for this purpose.

It is probably more important to note that the group which is

highest on each of these four indexes is one of the two groups prev-

iously observed to contain opinion leaders-those of high parent, low

citizen orientation and those of low parent, high citizen orientation.

Table 10.7 gives the relationship between selected communicator

attributes and the four message content indexes, without regard to the

orientations of the public school parents.

There are only a few relationships of any size. 11u:females are

more likely to have higher external attribution ratios and to make

more use of verifiable content, particularly self-attributed verifiable

content.

Those with more information exposure are more likely to use

external sources than those with less inform.:tion exposure, but only

slightly more likely to use verifiable content.

Those with a high interest in nonlocal affairs are slightly more

likely to make greater use of external attributions and to make

greater use of verifiable content.
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Table 10.7 Message Content Indexes by Selected Communicator Attributes.*

Attribute

Sex

Male

Female

Age

40 + yrs.

glar ELLE yikaa V1NV,4

19% 30% 19% 28%

26% 36% 24% 43%

23% 35% 22 38%

2D-39 yrs 25% 35% 23% 42%

Education:

High school or less 22% 33% 25% 43%

Some college + 25% 36% 22% 39%

Information exposure

Zero to two 19% 29% 19% 39%

Three or more 28% 38% 25% 40%

Interest in local affairs:

Low 26% 314 25% 38%

7.1 High 23% 35% 21% 42%

Interest in =local affairs:

Low 23% 33% 22% 38%

High 26% 38% 23% 44%

Evaluation of local schools:

Low 26% 33% 22% 35%

Medium 25% 35% 23% 40%

High 24$ 36% 24% 43%

Perceived economic condition:

Poor 23% 36% 22% 38%

Good 25% 34% 23% 41%

*Percentages are of those whose ratio exceeds the average ratio for

their respective districts. N's are the same as in Table 9.7.



277

Evaluation of local schools relates to greater use of verifiable

content among those statements internally attributede

It appears that we shall have to invoke the parent and citizen

orientations in order to get a better picture of what kinds of communi-

cators make greater use of external attribution and of verifiable content.

Althongh females were more likely to use external attributions and

to use verifiable content, we see in Table 10.8 that this tendency is not

uniform.

Table 10.8 Message Content Indexes by Parent-Citizen Orientation and

sex.*

Joint orientation:

Index/ Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,

sex low citizen kjrzAcitizen low citi,zep. high, ciitizen

E/I;V:

Male

Female

E/I;NV:

Male

Female

ViNV;E:

Male

Fw Liale

V /NV; I:

8% 23%

20% 10

12% 43%

18% 40%

12% 26%

21).%
lod
41.A.70

** 24PA

36% 26%

** 27%

39% 144

** 21%

30% 24%

Male 20% 28% 33%

Female 41% 40% 47% 414

**

*Percentages are of those whose ratio exceeds the average ratio for

their respective .strints., s are given in Table 3.6A4

**Only nine males held this joint orientation, so the percentages are

not given.
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Among those of low parent, high citizen orientation, males are more

likely to use external attributions than females and they are more likely

to use verillable content if the content is attributed externally.

Among those of low parent, low citizen orientation and those of high

parent, high citizen orientation, the previously observed relationship

holds.

That the males of low parent, high citizen orientation make more use

of external attributions and of verifiable content (in their external

attributions) is of some interest, given the previous observation that

these are opinion leaders of one type,

Because males and females of low parent, high citizen orientation

do not differ appreciably in their use of external, nonverifiable con-

tent, it appears that the male opinion leaders in this group should not

be solely assigned the potential rumor disseminating role seen for

this group.

Although, on the averages age was only slightly related to use of

external and verifiable content, we find in Table 10.9 that there are

several conditions under which age is related to one or the other of

these message content characteristics.

Among those of low parent, high citizen orientation, older persons

are more likely to use external attributions for nonverifiable content.

And-younger, low parent, high citizen orientation perSons tend to use

more verifiable content for internally attributed assertions.

Among those of high parent, low citizen orientation, younger persons

regularly use more external attributions and more verifiable content.

This last finding is not too helpful, since we had not previously

observed age to be part of the opinion leadership pattern for this

orientation-group.
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Message Content Indexes by Parent-Citizen Orientation and Age.*

Joint orientation:

Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent

Inc johaa 12ESMA01 hIELOASAMS 10LattLE21 hitt_SILUSI

EA; V:

40+ yrs. 18% 19% 26% 29%

20 . 39 yrs 17% 23% 40% 23%

El I;

40+ yrs 16% k7% 28% 40%

20-39 yrs. 17% 35% 4.5% 41%

V/NV; E:

40+ yrs. 20% 21% 19% 25%

20-39 yrs 17% 21% 33% 22%

vim':

40+ yrs. 36% 26% 37% 119%

20 -39 Yrs 34 --146% 524 35%

*Percentages are of those whose ratio exceeds the average ratio for
_their rAspActive4iistricts. 3Iiii_axe .givaa_in-Table 3.6.

Among those of ..hIgh.parent,high r.itizen_oitentation,..age makes a

difference only in accounting for the_amount _of verifiable content in

internally attributed statements. Older persons make greater use of

verifiable content.

Overall, education was seen to be only slightly related to these

content characteristics. The more educated were somewhat more likely

to use external attributions and somewhat less likely to use verifiable

content. These findings hold up pretty well, under the orientation

controls, as shwa in Table 10.10.
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Table 10.10 Message Content Indexes by Parent-Citizen Orientation and
Education.*

Index/

adac tiol.

s/n; v:

Joint orientation:

Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent
low citizen ci z low citizen, higjarcitiaga

High school or less

Some college +

Etr.;iiv

High school or less

Some college +

V /NV; E:

High school or less

Some college +

V/MIT;I:

13% 20%

21% 21%

17% 104

16% 40%

20% 24
18% 20%

33% 21%

34% 26%

36% 41%

40% 40%

33% 21%

22% 24%

High school or less 39% 40%
,

47% 44$

Some college + 34% 34% 45% 41%

*Percentage=s are of those whose ratio exceeds the average ratio for

their respective district.% Nts are given in Table 3.6.

The more educated are seen to use external attributions more under

each orientation condition for their verifiable content. For their

nonverifiable content, however, only those of high parent, low citizen

orientatiGn who have more education use more external attributions.

The general negative relationship between education and use of

verifiable content holds for all conditions except for the external

attribution content among those of high parent, high citizen orien-

tation.

p

.11

4=
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Information exposure was found to be positively related to the use

of both external attributions and verifiable content--particularly the

former. Several reservations must be made when the two orientation are

considered, as shown in Table 10.11.

Among those of low parent, low citizen orientation, the more infor-

nation exposure, the greater the use of external attributions and veri-

fiable contentparticularly verifiable content among, internal attributions.

Thble 10.11 Message Content Indexes by Parent-Citizen Orientation and
Information Exposure. *

Joint orientation:

Index/info. Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,

exoosure low citizen. Ugh citi,zen lowcit zen high citizen,

E/I;V:

Zero to two 15% 1696 27% 20%

Three or more 21% 2 37% 27%

E /I;NV:

Zero to two 12% 41$

Three or more 23% 41$

V /NV; E:

Zero to two

Three or more

Zero to two 27% 39%

Three or more 48% 33%

17%

21%

16%

24S

36%

39%

27%

27%

38$

4/4

*Percentages are of those whose ratio exceeds the average ratio for

their respective districts. Nts are given in Table 3.7.

--------"~rnem.raNIMMI1lNINI1OOIAIO
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Among those of low parent, high citizen orientation, there is more

use of exteraal attributions with greater information exposure for

factual content and more use of factual content among those statements

externally attributed. However, there is less use of verifiable content

among those statements attributed to oneself with more information

exposure.

Among those of high parent, low citizen orientation, there is more

use of external attributions with more infdnation exposure. However,

there is much less use of verifiable content, internally attributed*

with more information exposure among persons of this orientation.

Since women of any orientation make more use than men of verifiable

but internally attributed content, and we know the opinion leaders of

this ,orientation to be women, we might infer that their opinion leader-

ship 'is singularly dereft of information exposure and, necessarily, of

verifiable content attributed externally.

As we shall see later in this section, interest in nonlocal

affairs among members of this group is also related to greater use

of verifiable but internally attributed content--a finding consistent

with this picture.

Among those of high parent, high citizen orientation, more infor-

mation exposure brings greater use of external attributions and of

verifiable content.

Interest in local affairs did not appear on the average to have a

consistent relationship with either the use of external attributions

or of verifiable content. In Table 10.12 there are a few instances of

more regular findings.



"1 --ingmntrigm'f, ft

283

Table 10.12 Message Content Indexes by Parent-Citizen Orientation and
Interest in Local Affairs.*

Joint orientations

Index/ Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,

./Etae.....ast 1.2241 lamsUt son 1,..Aghcitims, largitizem highsitim

E/I;V:

Low 13% 30% 39% 25%

High 23% 12% 30% 26%

WOW:

Low 15% 43% 30% 48%

MTV; E:

Low 16% 30% 37% 18%

High 21% 12% 19% 27%

V /NV ;I:

Low

High

34% 33% 46% 39%

38% 38% 46% 44%

*Percentages are of those whose ratio exceeds the average ratio for

their respective districts. N's are given in Table 3.7.

Among those of low parent, low citizen orientation, a high interest

in local affairs uniformly implies more use of external attributions and

of verifiable content. In this sense it seems to be acting again as a

functional equivalent for the parent orientation, which has similar

relationships with these content characteristics.

Among those of low parent, high citizen orientations a high inter-

est in local affairs brings relatively more internal attributions than

external attributions. It brings with it more use of verifiable con-

tent among those statements internally attributed, but more use of
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nonverifiable content among those statements externally attributed.

Among those of high parent, low citizen orientation, a high

interest in local affairs is related to more use of internal attributions

for verifiable content, but to more use of external attributions for non -

verifiable content. A high interest in local affairs is related to a

relatively high use of nonverifiable externally attributed content

among members of this group.

Among those of high parent, high citizen orientation, a high

interest in local affairs is related to more use of internal attributions

for nonverifiable content. For verifiable content there is little dif-

ference. Those with a high interest in local affairs of this orienta-

tion show more use of verifiable content, regardless of attribution.

Interest in nonlocal affairs was observed to have a nightly

positive relationship with the use of both external attributions and

verifiable content. There are several interactions involved when the

orientations are introduced, as shown in Table 10.13.

For those of low parent, low citizen orientation, interest in non-

local affairs is still positively related to the use of both external

attributions and verifiable content. But among those of low parent,

high citizen orientation, the use of verifiable content is relatively

less among those with a high interest in nonlocal affairs.

Among those of high parent, low citizen orientation, there is

more use of external attributions in verifiable content among those

with a high interest in nonlocal affairs, but no difference for non-

verifiable content. There is a greater use of Verifiable content,

either externally or internally_attributed, among those with a high

interest in nonlocal affairs who have this orientation.
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Among those of high parent, high citizen orientation, a high

interest in nonlocal affairs makes a difference in only one usage, that

of more verifiable content internally attributed.

Table 10.13 Message Content Indexes by Parent--Citizen Orientation

and Interest in Nonlocal Affairs.*

Index/ Joint orientation

interest, Low parent, Low parent, High parent, Ai.41 parent,

riPtir
low citizen, high citzen, low ciVizqp ugh.situral

00'1.

Low 16% 20% 31% 26%

High 20% 21% 43% 25%

E /I; NV:

Low 13% 41% 38% 37%

High 23% 42% 38% 37%

MTV; E:

Low 3.7% 21% 25% 23%

High 20% 18% 33% 24%

ViNV;I:

Low 35% 38% 43% 36%

High 38% 30% 57% 51%

*Percentages are of those whose ratio exceeds the average ratio for

their respective districts. Nis are given in Table 3.70

On the average, evaluation of local schools tended to have very

slight but linear relationships with these message content characteris=.

tics. In Table 10.14. we see that the relationships are no longer either

snail or linear. TypicaLly they are curvilinear, with those having



-

lialMnaliA114.......-.... t

286

ota=01111111111MCWIMINIMor.

moderate evaluations either being highest or lowest according to the

content characteristic and joint orientation.

Table 10.14 Message Content Indexes by Parent-Citizen Orientation

and EValaAtion of Local Schools.*

Joint orientation:

Index/ Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,

ilaatLal 12EALUSI high 21A121 low 4t3pen htucljnai

Eft; V:
..%

...' / ,A

Low 27% 23% 30% 24%

Medium 13% 18% 39% 30%

:Ifigh 1596 26% 33% 23%

E/I;NV:

14w 15% 45% 35% 39%

Medium 18% 37% 32% 48%

High 1596 40 48% 35%

VAIV;E:

Low 27% 18% 30% 15%

Medium 13% 19% 25% 32%

High 18% 26% 30% 23%

V/NV;I:

Low 36% 41% 30 32%

Medium 31$ 40% 43% 46%

High 44% 24% ,58% 46%

*Percentages are of those whose ratio exceeds the average ratio for

their respective districts. Ws are given in Table 3.8.

4
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With respect to greater use of verifiable, internally attributed

content, there are two linear relationships of some note. Those of low

parent, high citizen orientation who have an unfavorable opinion of the

local schools are more likely to make verifiable, internally attributed

comments, and those of high parent, low citizen orientation with a

favorable opinion of the local schools are also more likely to use

verifiable, internally attributed content.

These two relationships parallel two earlier findings. Those of

low parent, high citizen orientation with unfavorable evaluations and

those of high parent, low citizen orientation with favorable evalua-

tions were both more likely to have vertical down conversations and to

attempt influence -- without success. Here we see that the content of

such conversations is probably verifiable but internally. attributed.

For the low parent, low citizen orientation, those of moderate

opinion use more internal attribution for verifiable content, but

more external attributions for nonverifiable content. They use less

verifiable content than do those of either favorable or unfavorable

opinions.

Among those of low parent, high citizen orientation, the moderates

tend to use less external attributions, whether the content is verifiable

or not.

Among those of high parent, low citizen orientation, those with

moderate opinions of the local schools tend to use more external

attribution for verifiable content, but more internal-attributions for

nonverifiable content.

The moderates of high parent, low citizen orientation also tend

to use verifiable content, externally attributed, more often than those
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either favorable or unfavorable to the schools.

Among those of high parent, high citizen orientation, the moderates

use more external attribution and verifiable content. Neither relation-

ship is subject to qualification under control for the other message

characteristic.

We suggested earlier in this chapter that there might be some

potential rumor carriers in the low parent, high citizen orientation

group--which was high ai externally attributed, nonverifiable content.

So far only age has distinguished members of this group with regard to

this index; the older persons exhibit more of this behavior. In Table

10.14 we see that evaluation--as suspected--is also playing a part.

However, it is not the part anticipated. We had thought that those

unfavorable to the schools would be most likely involved. They are,

compared to those moderate in their opinions. But they are somewhat

less involved than those of favorable opinions.

The greater use of externally attributed, nonverifiable content

occurs in this group is therefore better seen as deriving from the

.gregariousness which the high citizen orientation implies--rather than

as the possible content of opinion leaders' conversations from this group.

Overall, the relationships between perceived economic condition

and these message content indexes were slight and mixed. In Table

10.15 we see that they are still mixed when the orientations are intro-

duced, and still relatively small.

Among those of low parent, low citizen orientation, those who

perceive the times as poor are somewhat more likely to use external

attributions and verifiable content.
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Table 10.15 Message Content Indexes by Parent=Citizon Orientation and

Perceived Economic Condition.*

Joint orientation:

Index/ Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent,

pem.csnA. low citizen high citizen, low citizen UpActistz

E/IV:

Poor

Good

E/I;NV:

Poor

Good

V /NV; E:

Poor

Good

V /NV;I:

Poor

Good

18% 20% 30% 25%

17% 22% 39% 25%

18% 36% 45% 45%

16% 45% 32% 37%

20% 18% 23% 25%

17% 23% 32% 22%

40% 30% 45% 36%

33% 39% 46% 4.5%

*Percentages are of those whose ratio exceeds the average ratio for

their respective districts. Ills are given in Table 3.8.

Just the reverse is found for those of low parent, high citizen

orientation. Among these persons, those who perceive the times as

good are more likely to use external attributions and verifiable

content.

Among those of high parent, low citizen orientation, persons who

perceive economic conditions as good are more likely to use external

attributions for verifiable content and to use verifiable content

externally attributed. However, they are less likely to use external
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attributions for =verifiable content.

Among those of high parent, high citizen orientation, two relation-

ships are of some note. Those who perceive conditions as poor are more

likely to use external attributions for nonvorifiable content. Those who

perceive conditions as good are more likely to use verifiable content

internally attributed.

School People

Table 10.16 gives the relationships between selected attributes of

school people and the four message content indexes.

Females are more likely to use external attributions, although

not to the same extent as found for female public school parents. They

are also more likely to use verifiable content if externally attributed.

For internally attributed content, the males make more use of verifiable

content.

The older school people use more verifiable content than the

younger persons, particularly that internally attributed. Age makes

However, for externally attributed statements, less information expo-

verifiable statements.

sure is also related to greater use of external attributions among

tl

little difference in the use of external attributions.

More information exposure is related to greater use of verifiable

content for the internally attributed statements among school people.

These latter results on information exposure are in contrast to

those for the public school parents, where information exposure was
A

generally positively related to the use of both external attributions

and verifiable content.
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Table 10.16 Message Content Indexes
Attributes.*

Attribute E/T:V

Sex

Male 19%

Female 25%

Age:

40+ y~ s. 23%

20-39 yrs. 21%

Information exposure:

Zero to two 33%

Three ox' more 19%

Interest in local affairs

Low 25%

High 20%

Interest in nonlocal affairs:

Low 27%

High 17%

Evaluation of local schools:

Low 12%

Medium 20%

High 26%

Perceived economic condition:

Poor 26%

Good 21%

*Percentages are of those whose ratio
respective districts. Ws are given

among School People, by Selected

ELLE

29% 16% 52%

31% 29% 42%

29%

32%

25% 52%

21% 41%

31% 28% 42%

30% 21% 48%

29% 26% 40%

31% 20% 52%

28% 29% 53%

33% 16% 39%

38% 12%

27% 22%

32% 26%

36% 21%

29% 24%

38%

37%

53%

114

48%

exceeds the average ratio for their
in Table 3.6 through 3.8.

St

A.
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Interest in local and nonlocal affairs furnish a provocative pair

of results for school people. They are alike in that a high interest in

either is likely to produce less use of external attributions for veri-

fiable content, more use of external attributions for.nonverifiable con-

tent, and greater use of nonverifiable, external attributions. However,

they differ with respect to the relative use of verifiable, internally

attributed statements. Those with a high interest. in local affairs are

more likely to use verifiable content. Those with a high interest in

nonlocal affairs are less likely to use verifiable content.

Those with favorable evaluations of the local schools are more

likely to use verifiable content, however attributed. With respect to

external attributions, the picture is the same when the content is

verifiable. But for nonverifiable content, those with a low evaluation

of the local schools are likely to use more external attributions.

Perceiv4 economic condition does not make too mach of an impact

on the use of message content characteristics among School people.

There is a slight tendency for those who see conditions as poor to use

more external attributions, and a slight tendency for those who

perceive conditions as good to use more verifiable content.

InAmmucc

We have developed four indexes, based on two characteristics of

conversational content: its verifiability and its attribution.

We found that most content is internally attributed; that is,

it is not attributed to any outside source. We also found that most

content is nonverifiable. Thus, the largest category is internally

attributed, nonverifiable content (60-70%).
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There tends to be a positive relationship between the use of

extern/a attributions and. the use of verifiable content.

All aspects of scope (total conversations, scope of topics, and

scope of conversants) are related to greater use of external attributions

and verifiable content.

Those who initiate conversations by seeking make more use of

verifiable, externally attributed content.

Those who have more horizontal conversations make more use of

external attributions and verifiable content. Those with more vertical

up conversations make more use of external attributions. Those with

more vertical dawn conversations make more use only of verifiable,

internally attributed content.

Influence attempts and successes are most highly related to the

greater use of external, nonverifiable content. However, those with

more success generally make more use of external attributions and

verifiable content.

We noted that although influence success was related to more use

of external attributions and verifiable content, greater frequency in

starting conversations by R gives and R is sought were not. Since

these aspects of initiative are related to influence success under some

conditions, we concluded that gross amounts of R gives and R is sought

would be less effective without accompanying use of external attributions

andfor verifiable content.

Those of high parent orientation make more use of external

attributions and of verifiable content.

Those of high citizen orientation make more use only of external,

nonverifiable content.

f- '
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Public school parents of high parent, low citizen orientation make

the most use of verifiable content, and particularly of external, verif-

iable content.

Those of low parent, high citizen orientation make the most use of

external, nonverifiable content.

However it isinot the male opinion leaders in this group who pass

on this rumorlike content. Older persons and those with more extreme

opinions of the local schools--favorable or unfavorable--are more likely

to do so. The prevalence of external, nonverifiable content in this

groupts conversational content appears due to the gregariousness factor

tapped by the citizen orientation. (It is not related to interest in

nonlocal affairs, for instance.)

The more educated public school parents make slightly more use of

externally attributed verifiable content--but less use of verifiable

content generally.

These parents '4th more information exposure make more use of

external attributions--particularly for verifiable content.

Those of high parent, low citizen orientation--influential if

they are sought out- -who have less information exposure are much more

likely to use verifiable but internally attributed content. Even though

they are tuned to the outside world (high interest in nonlocal affairs

is related to this usage), they do not cite outside sources.

However, these persons of low information exposure may not be the

opinion leaders in this group. For greater use of verifiable, internally

attributed content by this group is strongest among those with favorable

opinions toward local schools. Such persons have been found earlier to

have more vertical down conversations and more influence attempts--but
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no commensurate influence success.

Similarly, those of low parent, high citizen orientation who have

unfavorable opinions of the schools also have more vertical down conver-

sations, more "..r.fitience attempts, and greater use of internally attribu-

, ted, verifiable content--but no success.

Among school persons, only two characteristics relate to general

use of more external attributions: sex (female) and perceived economic

condition (poor).

If the content is verifiable, there is more external attribution

among school people with a low interest in local affairs or nonlocal

affairs and among those with a favorable evaluation of the local schools*

If the content is nonverifiable, there is more external attribution

among those with a high interest in local or nonlocal affairs and among

those with an unfavorable evaluation of the schools.

Four characteristics distinguish school people who use more

verifiable content: age (older persons), a low interest in nonlocal

affairs, a favorable evaluation of local schools, and perceived economic

condition (good).

For externally attributed content, verifiable content is more

often used by females, those with low information exposures and

those with a low interest in local affairs.

For internally attributed content, verifiable content is more

often used by males, those with more information exposure, and those

with a high interest in local affairs.



Chapter XI

Informal Communication Nets

In this last chapter of research findings,-we take a different

view of informal cotffiunication about schools. We shall look here at

the netiorks of informal communication. We want to see some of their

characteristics so we know where to look for them. We want to see how

big--and potentially useful--they are. And we want to know something

about how they operate, over time, in the transmission of information

and opinion.

We were studying informal communication just before local school

financial elections. Some of our observations might therefore differ

if we consider separately those nets devoted to election topics and

those nets devoted to nonelection topics. Many of our analyses in

this chapter are made for both kinds of nets.

Although we can show the nature of differences between election

and nonelection nets, we cannot show the full differences. The same

people and the same conversations appear in both kinds of nets. To

the extent that this occurs, we tend to underestimate the differences we

would find between election and =election nets that had neither

persons nor conversations in common.

General Characteristics of Nets,

For the most part, the geographic distribution of informal com-

municators does not follow the geographic distribution for adults in

the districts. We were able to locate geographically each communicator

within his district. We also had a location for each original sample

296
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member in each district. We were able to compare the distribution of

these geographical locations by placing a grid over each district map

and obtaining the correlation between the number of communicators and

the number of original sample members within each grid.

In Appendix D, Tables D.14 through D.18 show how this was done.

The correlations obtained were:

District A -- .09

District B 59
District C .16

District D .3- .29

District E -- .41

The variation in correlation between the geographical distribution

of communicators and district adults is considerable., It seemed likely

that this variation would be dependent on the location of schools. (The

schools are also geographically located in Tables D.14 through D.18).

But this was not a simple resolution to the problem. It was not until

we checked back with the districts to ascertain -when each school was

built that we were able to explain the variation.

The schools in District B are assigned a subscript (in Table

D.15) to show the year in which they were built* It. is clear, then,

why the geographical distribution of informal communicators parallels

the geographical distribution of the adult population so highly in

this district.

By showing the connections (conversations) between informal com-

municators in each district, we could find out how many informal

communIcators were interconnected--i.e., the size of each net. These

nets vary from dyads (representing a conversation between two persons,

neither of whom talked with anyone else) to large nets of persons

40"..4,^4700140W7WOC,42, 7VOICIPArmsswoursaterawcraracraz=,
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(who talked with others, who had talked to others, etc.).

We also obtained the time that each conversation was held, so we

drew the connections by blocks of time, showing the nets for the first

portion of the pre-election period-and showing the nets for the second

portion, and so on. In this way we could see how small early-nets came

together to form larger nets.

The time periods were arbitrarily set for each district as pro-

portions of all conversations, according to the number of conversations

available for analysis in each district. For example if there were 200

conversations in. a given district, then five segments might be used to

distirguish whether a conversation was held in the first time period,

the second, the third, the tourth,-; or the fifth.

In general, one or two large nets encompassed-many of the informal

communicators by the end of the last time period. .Tables.i419 through

D.25 in Appendix D show the- progression from many small nets. to one or

two large nets and a sprinkling of smaller nets.

Table 11.1 reports in summary form the cumulatiVe nature of the

process, showing the greater average size of nets in the final time

periods.

Although the smaller initial nets usually came together toward

the end of the pre - election period, it was possible to find, a time in

each district when two or three nets of some size--and alike in being

election or nonelection nets--could be compared to see if the .members Of

one net differed from the members of another net.

Table 11.2 gives the result of this ,nalysis. Better than

chance results wore obtained. That is, it appears that significant

differences are to be found between nets of informal communicators.
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Table 11.2 Communicator Characteristics that Differentiate Nets
(Election and nonelection) in Districts: Analysis of
Variance Results.*

Evaluation of local Lilla 001 .65 .12 aggi 1.92 .96
schools

Pride 074 3.16 .15 .18 1.52 1.85 1.11

Parent group mbrshp. .28 4034 .37 .95 1.90 1.54 145

s .19 .01 /1411 1.85 1.91 1.23 55

Interest in nonlocal .93 .67 Lak .03 .43 1.21 .01

affairs

Citizen orientation 097 .00 1.23 2.23 1.12 .89 1.98

Communicated interest .82 .01 .02 9Z iltaa 44 LQ2

Evaluation of local Lilla 001 .65 .12 aggi 1.92 .96
schools

Pride 074 3.16 .15 .18 1.52 1.85 1.11

Parent group mbrshp. .28 4034 .37 .95 1.90 1.54 145

F ratio significant
at p 4,0: .05 level: 3.09 3.96 3095 3098 3.18 3.07 3095

Communicated interest .82 .01 .02 9Z iltaa 44 LQ2

Degrees of freedom 2/103 1/84 1/87 1/71 2/51 2/126 1/93

F ratio significant
at p 4,0: .05 level: 3.09 3.96 3095 3098 3.18 3.07 3095

*Cell entries are F ratios obtained by analysis of variance of the
nets of a given type within a given district. Those F ratios signific-

ant at the .05 level are underlined.

Degrees of freedom 2/103 1/84 1/87 1/71 2/51 2/126 1/93

*Cell entries are F ratios obtained by analysis of variance of the
nets of a given type within a given district. Those F ratios signific-

ant at the .05 level are underlined.



e

301

The characteristics on which net members differ are seen to vary

by district and by type of net. Number of children and communicated

interest make a difference in three instances. Having a child in public

schools length of residence, and evaluation in local schools make a

difference in two instances.

We thought perhaps there would be -344Terancaq between Awrly

communicators and late communicators, regardless of net affiliations.

Table 11.3 shows this to be the case. The characteristics which are

important in distinguishing those who engage in.informal conversations

during the first two periods from those who engage in informal conver-,

sations later on are primarily those associated with the general partici-

pation factor previously remarked an--either directly or indirect?;.

Sex and evaluation are both related to the parent orientation and thus

indirectly to participation.

Any interactions involving discrepant results for election and

nonelection comparisons are mirimized by the fact that many of the same

persons are in both kinds of nets. But even so, there is a reversal for

interest in nonlocal affairs. The early communicators in election nets

are less likely to be high on interest in nonlocal affairs, whereas the

early communicators in nonelection nets are more likely to be high on

interest in nonlocal affairs.

Several other comparisons are of some interest. Interest in local

affairs and information exposure are better at differentiating early

and late communicators for members of nonelection nets. Evaluation of

local schools is better at differentiating early and late communi-

cators for election nets.

,
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Table 11.3 Communicator Ghare=teristics that Differentiate Early t...td

Late Communicators.*

Type of net and communicator:

Election Nets Nonelection Nets

Characteristic Early Late Etra. Late

Sex (% female) 75% 62% 72% 64%

Public school parent (%) 76% 61% 72% 62%

Interest in local affairs 57% 51% 61% 46%

(% "high")

Interest in nonlocal affairs 32% 35% 40% 34%

(% 'Thigh")

Parent group mbrshp: (%) 81% 64% 82% 68%

Information exposure 38% 35% 42% 31%

(11, 4-6 exposures)

Evaluation of local schools 17% 27% 24% 26%

(% "low")
(N =242) (N=468) (N=275) (N=574)

*Percentages are of early (first two time periods) and late (remaining

time periods) communicators who possess the characteristiC listed.

Additional aspects of informal communication nets in which we had

some interest were: location of conversations, relationship of convpr-

sants, and reason for starting the conversations. Tables 11.4, through

11.8 report our analyses of these for election and nonelection nets, and

for all conversations.

Table 11.4 show the home to be the typical location for conver-

sations about either election or nonelection topics. If one includes

phone conversations, the majority of all conversations are held in the

home.

4
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The only location which differs appreciably in the frequency of

election and nonelection conversations held is the school, where more

nonelection than election conversations are held.

Table 11.4 Location of Conversations by Type of Net.

Type of net:
All

Locq4on Election badtqual conversations

Own home 38% 35% 37%

Other's home 19% 16% 16%

At school 8% 15% 13%

On phone 13% 11% 12%

Social gathering 5% 8% 6%

At work 5% 5% , 5%

In car 4% 3% 3%

Other locations 8% 7% 8%

no% i00% l00%

Table 11.5 shows the relationship of the conversant to be rather

uniform for both election and nonelection topics. Friends, spouse,

neighbors, or school persons, in that order, are the most likely

conversakts.

Table 11.6 shows what kind of conversaas are talked to in what

kinds of locations. The largest groups are the spouses who are talked

to in the home, the friends who are talked to in one home or another,

school persons who are talked to at school, and neighbors who are

talked to in one home or the other.
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Table 11.5 Relationship of Conversatns by Type of Net.

Type of net:
All

Relationship Election Nonelection conversations

Friend

Spouse

Neighbor

School person

Other family 5% 8% 7%

Coworker 4% 6% 6%

Public School parent 5% 6% 6%

PTA member 6% 4% 5%

Other relationships 15% 12% 13%

100% 100% 100%

(N=1302) (N=1845) (N=2523)

27% 26% 26%

13% 14 14

15% 11% 12%

10% 13% 11%

The significance of this distribution is not immediately apparent

until we adjust for the likelihood that a given conversant would be

talked with in a given location on chance basis. Table 11.7 shows this

adjustment. It contains entries only of conversations occurring more

frequently than chance for a given location and conversant.

Conversations with a spouse in °nen awn home and with other

family members in one's own home are seen to be higher than chance.

Conversations pith co-workers at work and with friends and neighbors in

their homes are also appreciably above chance.
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Table 11.6 Distribution of Conversations by Location and Relationship
of Conversant.

Location

Relationship of Conversant: Public

Other School PTA school

Spouse family. Co-worker Friend Wallarperson, Member parent,

Own home 14.4 6.2

Others home .8 1.4

At work 11

Social gath. .3 --

On phone .1 .3

At school .4 .1

meeting

In car 1.1 .2

.2

.2

3.2

.2

.2

2.9

MOM

7.9

8.3

.7

2.3

4.0

2.1

1.2

6.4

5.6

.2

.5

1.0

.3

1.5

.9

.8

.6

1.1

7.8

.7

1.0

1.4

.2

.1

1.2

1.1

.2

.4 1.6 .1 .2 .1

.6

.7

.3

.2

1.3

2.3

.5

*Cell entries are the proportion of all conversations that occurred with

a given type of conversant in a given location.

Table 11.7 Conversations
Location and

Occurring More Frequently than Chance, by
Relationship of Conversant.

Relationship of Conversant: Public
School PTA school

Co-worker ralsA,Neig.hbor personMedbaparept
Other

Location Somme :family,

Own home

Others? home

At work

Social gath.

On phone

At school

Club meeting

In car +

47.8 +3.0

+2.8

+1.7

+

+1.0

+2.8 +2.9

+.7 +.7

+5.5 + .2 +1.3

+.3: +.1 +.3

*Cell, entries are the proportion of all conversations that occurred with

a given type of conversant in a given location in excess of chance

expectation. Chance expectation is based on the independent proportions

of conversant type and conversation location.



306

Two interesting findings are the greater than chance likelihood of

talking with a coworker at school and talking with a friend on the phone.

The greater than chance expectation of talking with a school person at a

club meeting is also of some interest.

Table 11.8 shows that the four reasons most frequently given for

starting a conversation are: to discuss the election, to talk about =hats

in general, to talk about a child, or, the person had just "read soomething."

Half of the conversations in which the election,came up as a topic

were started for the purpose of discussing the election. Wanting to dis-

cuss the election is also the reason for starting one-fifth of the conver-

sations in which nonelection topics came up. But, since the nonelection

conversations may also have included election:topics, ,this_.is not a

particularly high proportion.

Table 11.8 Reason for Starting Conversation by Type of Net.

Type of net:

Election NoelectionReason

Election 52% 21% 32%

Schools in general 10% 26% 20%

Child 1% 14 10%

"Read something" 8% 6% 7%

Other reasons 20 33% 31%

100% 100% 100%

(N=I005) (N=1348) (N=1902)
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Conversations started for the reasantof someone wanting to talk

about their child are very unlikely to lead to the emergence of the

election as a topic.

The respondent's having read something is not much more likely to

lead to a conversation in which the election is the topic than a conver.

sation in which it is not a topic.

Time as a Factor in Informal Communicat=

The view ordinarily taken of any pre-election period. is one of

mounting activity as the election(draws near.1 In these analyses, the

cells are not independent in two senses: first, the previously noted :.

lack of indepdendence b ?tween the kinds of nets, where the same conver.

sation may have been placed in both types of nets; and secondly, because

the same person may have reported conversations in two or more time

periods.

Table 11.9 shows that there are some slight changes in the kinds

of persons talked to as the pre-election period progressed. There is

very little difference between election and nonelection results. The

tendency is for there to be more conversations with kinfolk and Mends,

but less conversations with neighbors. Conversations with school people

are somewhat different for election and nonelection topics. .School

people. are more likely to be talked with during the middle time periods

/This point of view is best exemplifled by the "funnel" model advanced

by the Michigan studies of voter behavior. See: Angus Campbell, Phillip

E. Converse, Warren E. Miller, and Donald. E. Stokes. al.A.1,,imzimi,
Wiley, New York, 1960. A related phenomenon was noted in °O.1410jaidi
Their Schools, off. 2t.t., Chapter 6 (especially pp. 235-236, where it is

reported that the output of information from schools and election

related content in two local newpapers became more general as the

election approached.).
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for election topics, but at the beginning and end of the preelection

period for nonelection' topics.

Table 11.9 Relationship of Conversant by Time And Type of Net.*

Relationship/
type of net

Any kin:

Election

Nonelection

Friend

Election

Nonelection

Neighbor:

Election

Nonelection

School people:

Election

Nolielection

Time period:

1 2 4

15% 19% 16%

17% 26% 22% 21%

22% 24% '32% 29%

20% 25% 30% 26%

20% 18% 11% 15%

13% 13%

7% 10% 12% 10%

15% 9% 10% 15%

20%

2o%

31%

27%

io%

8%

3.0%

14%

*Percentages are of'total conversations of a given type in a given time

period that were with the category of relationship listed. The cell

nos are given below:

05 295

315 444

Election 249 246 227

Nonelection 391 330 364

There are a few differences in location of conversation by time,

as shown in Table 11.10. Election dismission at home; either in one's

own home or in the other conversant's home, tend todip slightly during

the second and third time periods, while nonelection conversations tend

to rise slightly in the same time periods.
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Table 11.10 Location of Conversation by Time and Type .Jf Net.*

Time period:

Location/
Type of net 1 2 2,.. 4. ..5...

Own home or other's

Election 62% 56% 54% 62% 60%

Nonelection 51% 55% 54% 52% 49%

At work:

Election 2% 7% 6% 4% 7%

Nonelection 4% 6% 6% 4 6%

Social gathering:

Election 4% 6% 3% 5% 8%

Nonelection 9% 8% 6% 6% 6%

At school:

Election 5% 11% 8% 5% 10%

Nonelectinn 19% 12% 15% 14 17%

*Percentages are of total conversations of a given type in a given time

period that were in the location listed. The cell zits are given below.

Election: 199 198 173 223 212

Nonelection: 267 246 266 237 322

Conversations at work are just slightly lower during the first

time period for both election and nonelection conversations, a0 then are

quite similar thereafter.

For conversations held at social gatherings, there is a slight

difference. A greater number of nonelection conversations are held at

social gatherings during the first time period, in contrast to more

election conversations held at social gatherings in the last time period.

wayes
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The greater frequency of nonelection conversations at school during

the first period attenuates as time progresses.

Wanting to talk about the election, as a reason for starting con-

versations, tends to decrease as a way of getting election conversations

started as time progresses. Otherwise there is very little relationship

between the reason for starting a conversation and the time period involved,

as shown in Table 11.11.

Table 11.11 Reason for Starting Conversation by Time and Type of Net.*

Time period:

Reason/
Type of net 2 .1.

Election

Election 62% 54% 50% A436% 40

Nonelection 23% 20% 17% 20% 23%

Child:

Election 1% 0% 2$ 1% 1%

Nonelection 12% 14% 14% 15% 15%

"Read something":

Election 6% 10% 5% 9% 9%

Nonelection 7% 5% 7% 6% 7%

*Percentages are of total conversations of a given type in a given time

period that were started for the reason listed. The cell Ws are the

same as in Table 11.10.

There are some changes in who talks about various topics by time.

School people tend to talk more about election and nonelection topics as

time progresses. Public school parents tend to talk about them less as

time progresses. Table 11.12 shows these relationships.
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Table 11.12 Direction Level of Respondent by Time and Type of Net.*

Time period:

Direction level/
Type of net 1 2 .1...

4 ..1.-

School people

Election 10% 21% 18% 19% 21%

Nonelection 18% 19% 20% 21% 20

Public school parents:

Election 78% 65% 62% 69% 64%

Nonelection 67% 67% 65% 72% 58%

Others:

Election 12% 14% 19% 12% 16%

Nonelection 15% 14 14% 7% 13%

*Percentages are of total conversations of a given type in a given time

petiOd in which the respondent was a member of the listed category.

The nts are the same as in Table 11.10.

Among the nonpublic school parents, i.e., Others, there is a

slight reversal between the first and later time periods. During the

first time period, they tend to talk more about nonelection topics and

during later periods about election topics.

Table 11,13 shows that influence behavior by the respondent varies

only slightly during the pre.election period. Both attempts and

successes in election conversations tend to show a slight dip during

the second and third time periods, while attempts and successes in non-

election conversations show a slight increase during the middle time

petiods.
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Table 11.13 Aspects of Influence by Time and Type of Net.*

Influence behavior/
Tempe of net 1 2 ./ 4

Attempts by respondent:

Eleetton 59% 55% 54% 60% 60%

Nonelection 56% 58% 61% 61% 56%

Successes by respondent

Election 31% 26% 25% 25% 32%

Nonelection 23% 25% 25% 20 23%

Time period:

*Percentages are of total conversations of a given type in a given time

period, in which the respondent attempted or succeeded in influencing

a conversant. The n's are the same as in Table 11.10.

We asked each respondent whether they expected the conversant to

agree with them. Those who expected agreement are more likely to be

talking about elections later in the pre-election period. For non-

election topics, there is no relationship between expected agreement

and time of conversation, as shown in Table 11.14.

We asked each respondent whether the conversant in a given

conversation ever sought him out for information or opinion. Table

11.15 shows that for conversations in which election is a topic, the

respondent tends to talk more often in later time periods if others

sedk, something from him. This relationship is not found for nonelection

topics.
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Table 11.14 Expectation of Agreement with Conversant by Time and Type

of Net.*

Expectation/
,e of Net 1 2 _I_ 4

Time period

Expected agreement
"pretty often" or
"very often":

Election

Nonelection

64% 70% 69% 70% 71%

65% 67% 65% 64% 63%

*Percentages are of total conversations of a given type in a given time

period by respondents who expected agreement with the conversant. The

ills are the same as in Table 11.9.

Table 11.15 Respondent is Sought for Information and Opinion by

Time and Type of Net.*

Ris sought/
Type of net l 2 1 4 i..

Time period

R is sought for information:

Election 26% 40% 38% 41% 39%

Nonelection 37% 37% 314 36% 41%

R is sought for opinion:

Mection 35% 45% 44% 48% 51%

Nonelection 46% 43% 42% 48% 49%

*Pe_.;entages are of total conversations of a given -type in a given time

period by respondents who said they were sought for information and/or

opinion by the conversant "sometimes", "pretty often", or "very often".

The ills are the same as in Table 11.9.
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We asked each respondent whether he himself sought out information

or opinion from each of his conversants. Table 11.16 shows that for con-

versations in which election is a topic, the respondent more frequently

talks later with those from whom he seeks information or opinion. This

was not the case, however, for conversations in which nonelection topics

occurred.

Table 11.16 Respondent Seeks Information and Opinion by Time and Type

of Net.*

R seeks/
1 2 4

Time period:

R seeks information:

Election 28% 39% 40% 39% 36%

Nonelection 40% 43% 38% 39% 38%

R seeks opinion:

Election 33% 50% 45% 45% 140%

Nonelection 48% flop
L04 46% 46%-r...flu ye-rhad

*Percentages are of total conversations of a given type in a given time

period by respondents who said they seek information and/or opinion

from the conversant "sometimes", "pretty often", or "very often".

The n's are the same as in Table 1109.

We asked each respondent to compare his own knowledge about

schools with the other conversantfs knowledge. Table 11.17 shows that

those respondents who talk about either election or nonelection tonics

later in the pre-election period are more likely to rate their own

knowledge about the schools higher than the knowledge of their

conversants.
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Table 11.17 Respondent's Estimate of His Knowledge about Schools by

Time and Type of Net.*

Perceived knowledge/
Type of net

Ws estimate of own
knowledge:

Election

Nonelection

Time period

1 2 4

-2% 7% 7% 2% 12%

0% 3% 3% 5% 11%

*Percentages are differences between the proportion of respondents who

felt their knowledge was greater than the conversant's and the

proportion who felt their knowledge was less. The original percentages

are based on cell sizes given in Table 11.9.

This finding may well reflect the school persons getting into the

nets later (as seen in Tdble 11.12). If so, it-is certainly consistent

with the assumption that school people would have more knowledge about

school affairs that we made in our stipulation of direction level.

Information exposure

This final section on kinds of information exposure has nothing

to do with informal communication nets. However, it is concerned with

differences in exposure when the election was a topic touched on in the

exposure. It adds a clarifying note on the nature of the influence

exerted by members of the orientation groups.

Table 11.18 reports the exposure to various information sources

for school people and public school parents of varying joint orien-

tation. We shall consider the latter first.
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Table 11.18 Exposure to Information Sources among Public School
Parent and School People Communicators.

Percent of exposure among:

Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent, School

Source low citizen high citizen low citizen high citizen people

School board 26% 38% 24% 40% 51%

Social gathering 41% 52% 49% 72% 58%

Public meeting 37% 40% 48% 57% 55%

Bulletin or 6496 79% 70% 79% 79%
pamphlet

Television 38% 444 32% 45% 36%

Radio 34% 42% 32% 43% 37%

Newspapers 75% 85% 77% 91% 84%

(N=114) (N=122) N=105) (N=155) N=152)

Those of high citizen orientation are more likely to expose them=

selves to the school board in their district. The parent orientation has

no effect.

Both orientations increase the probability of exposure to social

gatherings at which school topics arise, the citizen orientation slightly

more than the parent orientation. When both orientations are high, an

enhancing effect is noted; each orientation enhances the effect of the

other.

Both orientations are related to more exposure to public meetings,

with the parent orientation making more of a difference.

The citizen orientation increases the likelihood of exposure to

bulletins or pamphlets issued by the school. The parent orientation

does so only if the citizen orientation is low.
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Only the citizen orientation is related to greater exposure to

television and radio as sources of school information.

The citizen orientation is more highly related to exposure to

newspapers than is the parent orientation.

School people are relatively high on exposure to all sources of

information about schools. Only on exposure in social gatherings are

they markedly less than a public school parent group..those of high parent,

high citizen orientation.

Tablet. 11.19 shows the exposures to election issues.

For five of the sources of information, those of high parent, low

citizen orientation show more exposure to election topics..school board,

public meetings, bulletin or pa filet, television, and radio. Although

they did not have the highest exposure to these sources, they do show

more attention to election content in the exposures they do have.

Those of high parent orientation, whatever the citizen orientation

40t3V0.1.11 OUVW ciesp/X"'Are to election content in s^oial gatherings.oft.O. as.

For their exposure to newspapers, all groups have about the same

amount of election contents The parent orientation makes a slight difqp,

forme%

School people are somewhat like those of high parent, low citizen

orientation in the greater attention to election topics in their

exposures. However, they fall short of this group in election exposures

to school boards and to bulletins or pamphlets.

The greater attention paid election topics by those of high parent,

low citizen orientation suggests that their influence, coming as it

does as the result of their being sought, may be more specific to the

election itself than the influence of others.
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Table 11.19 Proportion of Information Exposures among Public School
Parents and School People Where Election was Topic.*

Percentage of election exposures among:

Low parent, Low parent, High parent, High parent, School
Source low cition high citizen low citizen hiampluzen people,

Schookboard 13% 26% 40% 31% 23%

Social gathering 45% 50% 69% 70% 66%

Public meeting 29% 29% 62% 53% 72%

Bulletin or 79% 814 92% 90% 77%
pamphlet

Television 30% 31% 56% 27% 54%

Radio 33% 29% 56% 30% 54%

Newspapers 84% 81% 86% 87% 86%

*N's are the frequencies on which Table 11.18 proportions are based.

812mmArY

There is little correspondence between the geographical distribution

of adults in tilt; school districts studied and irftrmal communicators

about schools--except in those areas in which schools had recently been

built.

Informal communication nets are typically large by the end of the

pre-election period, with a sprinkling of little ones. Before the

smaller nets merge into bigger nets (i.e., before they have a con-

versant in common), they have some communicator characteristics on

which they differ significantly. These characteristics vary both by

district and type of net (election or nonelection topics).

Those who converse about schools early in the preelection

period tend to be females, public school parents, members of parent
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groups, to have high interest in local affairs, and to have slightly more

information exposure.

Most conversations about schools occur in the home, counting

phone conversations together with conversations in the respondent's or

his conversant's home. Conversations at school account for 13% of all

conversations.::.

Most frequently, the conversant is a friend, the spouse, or a

neighbor. Conversations with school people follow in frequency of

occurrence.

Particular pairings of conversant and location that occur more

often than chance would predict are: spouse and other kin at own home;

cowork3r at work and at school; friend in his home, at a social gather-

ing, or on the phone; neighbor at own home and at his home; school

persons at school; and a public school parent at school.

Wanting to talk about the election is the most frequent reason

J.Vr °.""" mai- s iftt".n:ers*t4Ara 4 which the elAction is a topic. If
Wel&

the election is not a topic, a desire to talk about the schools in

general is the reason most often given.

Wanting to talk about the election is a more important reason for

starting conversations early in the time period before the election.

Public school parents tend to talk more about the election

earlier. School people tend to talk more about it later.

Influence attempts and successes in conversations about the

election tend to occur more often at the beginning and end of the

pre-election period.

There are more conversations in which the election is a topic

later in the preelection period under these conditions:
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With conversants the respondent expects to agree with him;

By respondents who seek information or opinion from the
conversant;

By respondents sought for information or opinion by the
conversant; and,

By respondents who rate their knowledge of local schools
higher than they rate their conversant's knowledge.

bore nonelection topic conversations also occur under the last

condition, suggesting that the school people -, -who tend to talk more

later --may be responsible for this observed trend.

Those of high citizen orientation are generally more likely to

have greater exposure to any source of information about schools. The

parent orientation makes an appreciable difference only in exposure to

school information at social gatherings (then only in the high citizen

orientation condition) and at public meetings.

Among those who do have exposure to school information, those of

high parent, low citizen orientation are usually mostlikely to have

attended to election topics. We have noted that the influence wielded

by those of this group who are sought out by others may well be

specific to the election issues.



Chapter 12

A Concluding View

In this concluding chapter, we want to summarize our findings on

informal communication about schools and discuss their implications for

the dissemination of information from, and feedback of information to,

the schools.

Who are the Informal Communicators?

Informal communicators about school affairs consist of four

parts; public school parents, school people and Others (preschool

parents, private school parents, postschool parents, and nonparents).

They converse most often with someone in the family, a friend,

a neighbor, or a school person.

The majority of their conversations OCCUTin^the home of one of

the conversants, sometimes by telephone.

The conversations in the pre-election period we studied are

linked such that rather large networks exist by the and of the period.

it some nets of rather different kinds of people go into making theie

larger nets.

By and large, to know who are the informal communicators, we

need to locate those persons with an interest in school affairs. As

indicated above, two such interests are reflected in school related

roles: the public school parent role and the role of the school person.

The third interest that we have identified is found in the citizen

orientation. This takes the form of participation, as evidenced by

organizational memberships.

,Ata , As.
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Interests as the bases for informal communication about schools are

seen in a number of findings.

The geographical distribution of informal cormunieators does not

correspond to the geographical distribution of adults in the school

diktrict, except in those parts of the district where new schools have

been built.

In a sample of adults from five school districts, the two orien-

tations, parent and citizen, account for most of our abilicy to differen-

tiate between communicators and roncommunicators. If we know only that

a person is high on both orientations, we mould be right two-thirds of

the time in identifying such a person as an informal communicator about

schools.

The parent and citizen orientations account for variance among

those who are communicators in such aspects of informal communication

as scope, influence attempts, number of horizontal conversations (with

persons like oneself), and number of conversations in which the respon-

dent initiates the conversation by giving his opinion or some infor-

mation.

The school is more often the location fora conversation than at

work or at a social gathering.

The two orientations, as reflections of interest, play another

important part in our identification of informal communicators. The

parent and citizen orientations are related to many characteristics

that, in their absence, would themselves be predictive of informal

communicatory behavior.

Because we have taken these two oriantationa as a frame of refer-

ence in which to view informal communication, many expected relations

a
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for such characteristics disappear. One orientation (or both) absorbs

the potential contribution of the variables. For example, the parent

orientation tends to reduce the predictive value of sex and age because

these are related to tht. parent orientation.

The parent and atizen orientations do not have this effect on

each other in distinguishing communicators from noncommunicators. Each

orientation is more effective in distinguishing communicators in the

high condition of the other. But in relation to some aspects of in-

formal communication among communicators, there is overlap. Each orien-

tation sometimes accounts for variance in aspects of informal communi-

cation better in the absence of the other orientation.

Maximum differentiation of communicators from noncammunicators

occurs when length of residence is used along with the parent and

citizen orientations. Short time residents who lack both orientations

do not talk about the local schools.

TheJliqg of Information

We looked at the flaw of information among public school parents

and school people in a number of ways. We looked at the volume of

conversations. We looked at how conversations were started. We looked

at how conversations linked persons of different knowledge levels about

schools. We looked at conversations by the time in which they occurred

during the pre-election periods we studied. We looked at the conduct

of conversations, aid we looked at the content conversations.

The volume, or scope, of informal communication-is directly

related to evidences of interest. Both orientations are related to all,

aspects of scope--total conversations, scope of topics, and scope of
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conversants.

However, either orientation tends to account for any aspect of

scope better, in the absence of the other. Similarly, either orientation

tends to have a higher relationship with any aspect of scope in the low

condition of any test variable.

Thus, with regard to scope, these evidences of interest appear to

be functional equivalents for each other.- working better in the absence

than in the presence of another evidence of interest in local schools.

Information exposure, which might be expected to increase scope of

topics in informal communication among parents showing other evidences

of interest, fails to do so. It increases scope of topics only in the

absence of both orientations.

Public school parents who hold extreme opinions about local

schools do not have more scope than those holding moderate opinions.

Often, those with moderate opinions showmpre scope.

Favorably disposed parents have more scope of topics, while un-

favorably disposed parents have more scope of conversants.

Those who see economic conditions as poor-have more scope of

topics. They also have more scope of conversants among those of high

citizen orientation. The 'Its:twee view in relation to scope of topics

is found also for school people who view economic conditions as poor.

School people with an interest in local affairs have more scope

of conversants. Those with an interest in nonlocal affairs have less

scope of conversants.

Conversations tend to start more frequently with the respondent

either giving or being given information or opinion. The ratio of

these two forms of initiative to the respondent seeking or being sought
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is about five to three.

Both the parent and citizen orientations are somewhat positively

related to initiation by the respondent giving and seeking...the active

forms of initiation. This is in accord with the view of informal

communication activity as an expression of interest.

Correlational analyses show positive correlations between any

aspects of initiative to be rare, except among those of high parent, low

citizen orientation. A communication leader is unlikely, given such

results, particularly outside this one group. This group shows the

most common variance accounted for by the first factor of a factor analy-

sis of the intercorrelations among informal communication aspects.

We found two evidaaues of reciptocity in the correlations between

forms of initiative. The same persons tend to both give and seek; and,

the same persons tend to both seek and be sought.

Seeking as a means of shorting conversations is most frequent

among those already likely to know more about the schools. It is greater

for those of high parent orientation than for those of high citizen

orientation.

Seeking is the least used form of initiative among school people.

The public school parents who are sought out for information or

opinion tend to be those of high parent orientation. The citizen

orientation is not related to this characteristic.

Those with high education and those with favorable opinions about

schools tend to be sought out as well.

A higher degree of information exposure is not related to being

sought out for opinion or information among public school parents, but

it is related to being sought out among school people.
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Conversations in which the election is a topic occur later in the

pre - election period if the respondent is seeking or being sought. They

also occur later among respondents who rate their knowledge of schools

higher than that of their conversants.

This last finding holds also for conversations in which the election

is not a topic. So we have inferred that school people.-who usually

communicate later in the period--are responsible for this trend.

In our factor analyses of informal communication aspects, we find

two factors relating to flowof information common to all six groups

examined. These are an active communication factor and a passive com.

munication factor.

The active communication factor includes all aspects of scope

(total conversations, scope of topics, and scope of conversants),

horizontal conversations, influence attempts and successes, and the

initiative form of R gives.

The passive communication factor includes all aspects of scope,

horizontal conversations, and tha initiative form of R is given:,

The direction of most informal communication is horizontal. About

5/7 of all conversations are with persons like oneself, in terms of pre-

sumed knouledge about schools. Vertical up and vertical down conver-

sations each account for about 1/7 of all conversations.

Thus, public school parents converse with other public school

parents, school people converse with other school people, preschool

parents converse with other preschool parents, and so forth. This holds

even though the public school parents constitute the majority of informal

communicators and might be expected to be the conversant most often for

any other type of person interested in the schools.
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The generally accepted observation that people talk more to persons

like themselves is substantiated here.

Both the parent and citizen orientations are positively related

with frequency of horizontal and vertical up conversations, but not with

frequency of vertical down conversations.

No variable we studied has a positive relationship with all three

aspects of direction in all the groups we olined. Interest in nonlocal

affairs does have a positive correlation with all aspects of direction

among those of low parent, high citizen orientation anon those of high

parent, low citizen orientation.

Our correlational analysis among aspects of informal communication

shows no significant positive correlations between aspects of direction.

The relay function, suggested by any positive correlation, is likely

only among those of low parent, high citizen orientation,

The one relay function most likely to occur is exemplified by the

positive correlation between vertical up and vertical down conversations

in three of the five groups studied. (The school people, by definition,

could not have vertical up conversations.)

While horizontal conversations appear in both the active and the

passive communication factors, neither vertical up nor vertical down

conversations appears in either fae-ro

The frequency of vertical up conversations is correlated to the

frequency of R seeks as a form of initiative for three groups of the

five eligible.

Vertical down conversations are correlated with the initiative

form of R is sought for three of the five groups.

*
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We have concluded that dissemination of information about schools

is primarily dependent on the participation of these individuals and

their interests. There is little indication that there is a relay

function being performed. The same persons do not often both get and

give. The same persons do not often converse with pei.sons of more than

one Level.

Within the conversations, we looked at the respondent's tendency

to communicate more than receive, and to give more than seek. In each

case, we viewed such tendencies in relation to the average ratios for

the respondent's district.

Those who initiate conversations by seeking tend to continue to

have a higher proportion of seeking behavior during the conversations.

Similarly, those who initiate conversations by giving tend to have

higher ratios of giving to seeking during the conversation.

The parent orientation is positively related to seeking behavior

during the conversation. The citizen orientation is positively related

with a greater amount of communicating relative to receiving during

the conversation.

Those, who have more vertical up conversations tend to be the

receiver or the seeker during the conversation. Those who have more

vertical down conversations tend to be the communicator and the giver

during the conversations.

Public school parents of high parent, low citizen orientation have

the lowest communicator and giver ratios, indicating more reciprocity

between them and their conversants during the conversations.

Those with low education and less information exposure are

more likely to be communicators and givers during the conversations.
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Among school people, however, higher information exposure is positively

related with both indexes.

We also looked at the respondent's tendencies to use content

attributed to other persons or sources than himself, and to use verifiable

content. The frequency of external attributions is quite low, averaging

about 16 or 17% over the five districts studied. Verifiable content

comprises between 20 and 30% of the content, depending on the district.

Internal, nonverifiable content accounts for 60-70% of all conver-

sational content.

All aspects of scope are related to the use of both verifiable

content and external attributions. Similarly, those who initiate conver-

sations by seeking and those who have more horizontzl conversations are

more likely to use external attributions and verifiable content.

Those who have more vertical up conversations ttmd to use more

external attributions. ,Those who have more vertical down conversations

show more usage only of verifiabls, internally attributed content.

Those of high parent orientation tend to make more use of both

external attributions and verifiable content. The citizen orientation

is related only to greater use of external, =verifiable content.

Those of low parent, high citizen orientation show the highest use

of external, nonverifiable content. This may constitute spreading of

rumors. It is the older persons and those with extreme opinions who

tend to make greater use of external, nonverifiable content in this

group.

The with more information exposure make greater use of external

attributions, particularly verifiable ones.

Those with more education make greater use of external attributions:
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but less use of verifiable content*

Among school people, females and those who perceive economic

conditions as poor tend to use external attributions more. Greater use

of verifiable content occurs among those who are older, those with a low

interest in nonlocal affairs, those with a favorable evaluation of local

schools, and those who perceive economic conditions as good.

1212LaLIILIAM92

What we have found out about the flow of influence pertains to

two of its aspects: the kinds of influence exerted by different kinds

of persons, and the extent to which influence is successfully exerted*

/ The common factor of participation,based on interest, that

accounts for much of informal communication behavior becomes a problem

in assessing the incidence of influence success. Success necessarily

follows attempts, and the number of attempts is related to the amount

of participation engaged in by-the respondent*

We have employed several controls in our analyses to adjust

for this common participation factor and to avoid several "I"v"--...GbascL o of

faulty inference.

One such danger arises if one only studies each characteristic

of the respondent separately in relation to success. One may see a

potential causal factor, where in reality there is none. A character-

istic related to success may be only artifactual%y related. Its

apparent correlation with success disappears when another variable is

introduced as a control.

Another danger arises from the failure to distinguish between

potential causal factors that may be necessary conditions and those

o
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which may be sufficient conditions for influence success.

A condition is deemed necessary for success if success does not

occur in its absence. A condition is deemed sufficient to achieve

success if success follows on its appearance.

The lack of distinction between necessary and sufficient conditions

can lead one to view influence success in the wrong perspective. If one

finds that success occurs most frequently in a given, condition of some

variable,. it provides some indication that this condition may be necessary.

But for us to infer that the condition is sufficient as well, we must find
...1

itto be related to success when the factor of participation has been

removedthat is, when we have controlled for different amounts of

influence attempts.

It is important that we know how the majority of influence successes

occur. But if we are concerned about altering the incidence of influence

success, we must also know which variables contribute to success beyond

what sheer frequency of attempts would lead us to predict.

Our first evidence on influence success was the finding that females

of low parent orientation were more frequently sought out in the initiation

of conversations. So were persons with more education.

Our correlational' analyses later showed that neither of these led

to commensurate influence success.

For those of high parent, low citizen.orientation with a high

interest in nonlocal affairsall of whom are womenwe also found a

greater likelihood that such respondents would be sought out for infor-

mation or opinion. These persons we found in the correlational analysis

to be effective in achieving influence success.
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Both the parent orientation and citizen orientation were found to

be related to successful influence. Each is more effective in achieving

influence in the presence of the other. This is in contrast to their

effect on influence attempts, where the relationship between each and

influence attempts is greater in the absence of the other orientation,

as it is for all aspects of scope.

Males of low parent, high citizen orientation tend to have more

influence success than females. These males were also found to have a

rblatively high degree of the form of initiative, R gives.

Among those of low parent, high citizen orientation, more influence

attempts are made by those unfavorable to the local schools. Among those

of high parent, low citizen orientation, more attempts are made among

those favorable to the local schools. In both cases, however, successful

influence occurs most often among those who hold moderate opinions of the

local schools.

Among school people, the same result is found for influence

success. Those with moderate opinions of the schools tend to be the

most successful.

Influence attempts and successes appear in the active co=uni-

cation factor found for all groups studied, a factor that focuses on R

gives as the dominant form of initiative. This seems to indicate a

reinforcement function of influence.

Influence success also appears in a factor with R is sought and R

seeks for two groups: those of low parent, high citizen orientation and

those of high parent, low citizen orientation. Horizontal conversations

and all aspects of scope appear as well. Among the Others, influence

success appears with vertical down conversations. Among those of low
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parent, high citizen orientation, it appears with vertical up conver-

sations.

The factor analyses, however, do not make an adjustment for the

participation factor. When we made this adjustment, we found several

differences in the picture of influence success.

We found scope to be generally unrelated to success for all groups

studied except one. For those of low parent, low citizen orientation,

whose participation is low, scope does have a slight. correlation with

influence success.

Only among those of high parent, low citizen orientation is there

eslationship between R. is sought and influence success. after the

adjustment.

The initiative form of R gives is related to influence success after

the adjustment for all groups except those of high parent, low citizen

orientation.

School people who initiate by seeking are more often successful.

However, we have seen that this is the least used farm of initiative

among school people.

We found that after the adjustment for influence attempts, there

was no relationship of any size between horizontal conversations and

influence success for the two groups in which opinion leadership seems

most likely- -those of low parent, high citizen orientation, and those

of high parent, low citizen orientation. Thus we have concluded that

although most influence success occurs in horizontal, conversations, we

cannot infer that horizontal conversations are more effective than

other types of conversations for achieving influence success. - except among

those of low parent, low citizen or high parent, high citizen orientation.
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Vertical up conversations are not related to influence success in

any group after the adjustment has been made. Vertical down conversations

are related to influence success in only one group, the Others.

Having found three different forms of initiative to be related to

influence success (R gives, R seeks, and R is sought),, and having found

that different groups have successful influencers in them, we have

concluded that there are diffeient forms of opinion leadership and

different kinds of opinion leaders.

The analysis of conversational conduct and content shed additional

light on successful influence. Those most frequently successful show

more reciprocity than those only occasionally successful. They are not

so likely to have higher ratios of communicating to receiving or of

giving to seeking.

The high parent, low citizen orientation females, whom we have

seen to be influential through being sought, have the lowest communi-

cator and giver ratios (the nearest to the average for their districts)

of any public school parent orientation group. Thus, reciprocity seems

helpful to their success.

Influence success is slightly related to greater use of external

attributions of verifiable content. This occurs only in the hands

of opinion leaders, evidently, for external, nonverifiable content is

the most highly related to influence success and external, nonverifiable

content is used most often by persons not likely-to be opinion leaders.

Those of high parent, low citizen orientation and those of low

parent, high ctiizen orientation with strong opinions make the most use

of verifiable, internal content, Those of high parent, low citizen

orientation who are favorable and those of low parent, high citizen

NS
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orientation who are unfavorable to schools tend to initiate conversations

downward. Both of these types attempt more influence but neither achieves

success.

We found that influence attempts and successes were somewhat more

likely to occur at the beginning and toward the end of the pre-election

periods we studied.

Later conversations tend to be with a conversant the respondent

expects to agree with him.

Those of high parent, low citizen orientation who comprise the

sought-after influentials, attended most to election topics in their

information exposures. Their influence through being sought may be

specific to the election issues,,

Thus, the picture we have of influence flow is largely one of

values being asserted by those who have the highest interest in school

affairs and generally accepted by others in proportion to the amount of

attempts made. The kind of influence exerted is for the most part re-

inforeement of values already held.

Influence occurs largely between similar types of persons. Those

persons who attempt to influence others to more extreme views of the

schools or those who try to influence persons at a different level of

knowledge than themselves are generally without success.

The Schoo7:s and Inforaal. Comnnxn ton

What are school leaders to do about informal communication proc-

esses? We can say with some confidence they are now in a better position

to understand what is going on. They can better assess the role of the

schools in informal dissemination of inforiation and their chances of
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exerting effective influence.

The hope that, fortuitously, dissemination and feedback will occur

because of existing informal communication is probably not to be ful-

filled. There is little evidence that communication leaders exist in

these districts to disseminate information and to provide, at least

potentially, feedback to the schools. And although the amount of in.

formal communication is great, it tends to be diffuse.

The fact that rather large networks of informal communicators

could be found is somewhat deceptive. If respondent A talked to respon-

dent B, and respondent C talked to respondent D, then later respondent

B may have talked to respondent C, providing a potential link between

respondent A and D. However, if subsequently B did not talk to A, or C

to D, then the link is only potential

It appears that school people must recognize that there are

important subgroups among the public who do concern themselves with

school affairs. Since in each group most of the conversations are with

persons like oneself, there is little likelihood that effective dif-

fusion of information will occur through communication relays.

It might prove useful for school people to direct individually

tailored communications toward each of these important groups, such as

the preschool parents and the postschool parents, rather than trying to

develop informational programs that would find a hearing in all such

groups.

It is also clear that the school should not depend on people

seeking information about schools. Those who do are persons already

more likely to have information about the schools. In particular, there

is no relationship between citizen orientation and seeking. Those of
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high citizen orientation are important disseminators of information be«.

cause of their gregariousness, and their greater exposure to information

sources of all kinds.

The lack of seeking among school people is of some concern. Given

the desire to take cognizance of public opinion in the determination of

school policies, this lacking factor in the feedback of information to

the schools becomes of great importance.

One problem in the dissmination of accurate information about

schools has Lsen located rather specifically. The use of external, non-

verifiable content in conversations is highest among those of high

citizen, low parent orientation. What appears to be rumor content in

these persons' conversations might be now more susceptible to control,

since these persons are easily located by their organizational member-.

ships. An attack might be mounted on the problem through the formal

dissemination of information in their organization.' This v7ould take

advantage of the availability of the values of group membership in

blocking the transmission of rumors among organization members.

Generally, informal communication represents participation based

on interest. School people can recognize that these interests are

representative of the consumer view which citizens take of school

prodact. Some of their communication can be fitted to the citizen's

expectation that the conduct of school policy will be open and that the

management of the schools will be dependable. Some of the communi-

catory behavior of the schools must necessarily be directed toward

this reassuring function, with no intent of influencing the citizens to

take a more favorable position toward the schools.

With regard to influence, school people must realize that
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attitudinal conversion is unlikely to occur in informal communication.

What influence occurs through reciprocity of informal communication

indicates slight modifications of attitudes, either through reinforce-

ment or rather specific changes. An example of the latter is seen in

the probable influence wielded by females of high parent, low citizen

orientation on specific election issues.

Several implications for the influence behavior of school people

themselves can be seen in our findings. School people are seemingly

reluctant to seek out individuals in informal conversation, but those

who do seek are more influential.

The school people who are sought out for information or opinion

are those who have high exposure to information sources in the district

and those who are favorable toward local schools.

The receptivity of individuals to modification of their vie is

probably greatest at the beginning and end of the pre-election period.

Furthermore, seeking behavior tent's to be higher toward the end of the

pia.- election period. The availability of rather specific information

aimed at modification of attitudes might be timed with this in mind.

Among public school parents, those who are sought tend. to be of

high parent orientation. However, these people are not so likely to

make use of information sources available to then (e.g. the mass media,

public meetings, etc). It would appear that some kind of parent meet-

ing (e.g. coffee c2.atches) would be of special value in this regard,

particularly .if held toward the end of the election period when seeking

most often occurs.

While most influence does occur in conversations among people who

have the same characteristics9 such horizontal conversations are not,
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in and of themselves, influential. Having parents talk to parents about

the need for the improvements being asked in an election is probably use-

ful.. It can avoid communication boomerangs based on a perception by one

of the conversants that the other is trying to assume an authority

relationship. It does not, in and of itself, prevent ;mother potential

boomerang--that interest may be stirred up without edification on the

election issues.

The moderates succeed; those of extreme opinions do not. One

conversant may not accept what the other says, fast because the latter

feels strongly about an issue. The success of reciprocity suggests a

different approach in person-to-person contacts.

Strogg endorsements may work only to the extent that they are

expected from key people. This kind of influence is analogous to the

harbor buoy, that ships use to steer their way. Certain persons are

expdcted to know the preferred course of action in the light of the

public opinion, and the public decides on the basis of these observed

positions.

Should these kinds of inf3.uentials alter their position, then their

effectiveness as influentials might dissipate very quickly. Thus, un-

expected strong endoresments from such sources may not serve the

purpose anticipated.

lasoria=sel,

If we note the origin of our study in the problems of support for

public educations we see there An interest in the flow of information as

it affects successrra influence.

The schools must survive. Some values need. to 1= =Iced 44ek ac the
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support of the local schools. Other values need to be changed.

Those of us in communication research are looked to for "principles"

--for the most effective means of achieving influence.

Bat our results show that different people exert different kinds

of influence in different ways on different kinds of people. Experience

suggests as much. Aside from authority relationships, influence is earned

by attention to situational detail.

This is not to say that communication skills are unnecessary. What

we would say, however, is that we are not likely to be able to prescribe

any one communication behavior necessary and sufficient to achieve

influence in a given situation.

We are not likely to be able to put together a compendium of comp

mvnication behaviors to fit the many situations in which school leaders

would like 4;0 exert influence.
C.

While we do not anticipate success in fashioning a pharmaceutical

encyclopedia for school. leaders to use in curing their niNMMTIVICIO
swa elloW MIA.

cation ills, we do see one communication principle inherent in success.

ful influence. That principle is relevance.

The relevance may be of the speaker. It may be of the content...,

It may be of the hearer. It may be of many aspects of the situation.

In use, this principle of relevance acts as a criterion. It has

much of its utility in telling us what will not work, i.e. in avoiding

buonerags.

In this sense, relevance as a criterion acts to insure that the

necessury condition for influence has been met.

}foie specifically, it acts as a criterion to help achieve the
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desired influence. It avoids the communication boomerang that occurs

when the hearer perceives a relevancy unintended by the speaker. The

hearer may not be an appropriate audience for the message. Be may mis-

construe the content. He may assess the speaker to the disadyantage of

the lattees intent.
What communication research can do is to specify the aspects of

relevance and. to search out the conditions under which relevant com-

munication occurs or does not occur.

The results of communication research are going to be slow in

coming to the help of school leaders. Our pessimistic view derives from

the nature of the problem and the nature of the research undertaken on

the problem*

The nature of the problem itself defies easy solution. Relevance

is determined by so many aspects of the situation that many complex

interactions must be studied before we have the beginnings of a

comprehension of the problem.

Unfortunately, the nature of the research on communication behavior

has precluded our attaining such a comprehension, for our research

typically confounds the problem of information flow with that of

influence flow. Our aims have been to see what is effective in changing

values. We have focused on the behavioral consequences of communication

behaviorsnot on the communication processes themselves.

Viewed another way, what we have done in the past has been to

look for communication behaviors sufficient to account for changes in

values. Bat since the function of communication in altering values is

primarily that of a necessary condition, we have learned little that
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can be used confidently across many situations.

Viewed still another way, what we need to do in communication re-

search is to find out the conditions under which one may effectively corn .

municate to another the values he holds. Whether the message alters the

values of the other isin the literal sensea secondary matter.

This brings us back to the origin of our study againthe problem

of support for public education. Our work was initiated. by a group of

school leaders who felt that "understanding" was the element lacking

in those instances where support was withheld.

A definition of understanding adopted. in previous studies of the

support problem follows the distinction between communication process

and. communication effects:

We have defined understanding as a pormonaseas
worga_aot_lpoLaale of ,,t1.12,...stiaLitica. They
may differ widely in their ideas as to what should be. done
in the situation, but in a state of understanding they
at least agree what the situation isol

With such a definition, we can meaningful]. talk about the results of

communication without recourse to some later effect of the message

Improving the state of understanding is a task that r = ,uires the

constant use of the criterion of relevance in communication behavior.

In the absence of detailed knowledge about conditions affecting

1Richard F. Carter, "Commnicationo Understanding, and Support for
Public Education" P sa.St ord Stu es in Co c ation 1 62,
Institute for Communication Research, Stanford. University, 19.2.
Also see: Carter, "Communication and Affective Relations", ga. cit.
In this article an attempt is made to conceptualize relevance such
that a different approach to communication research can be under-

taken. See Chapter I.
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relevance that can specifically govern the individuals communication

behavior, we shall consider an alternative general means for improving

communication relevance-and understanding.

About half of the informal conversations we studied. here that had

the upcoming election as a topic, also included another school-related

topic. This recalls the difficulty of maintaining relevance of discussi on

to the election issue that we noted in Chapter I.

The lack of formal relationships in which values relative to

edmcation can be expressed by the voters would. account for this plethora

of *irrelevancies.*

Perhaps the answer is to increase the number of formal relation-

ships. If there were a formal review of each major issue, then the

dangerous contamination of irrelevancy might be avoided.

The mode of these new formal relationships need not be that of

the election. The important point is that communication behavior,

relevant to each issue, occur at a defined time.

A representational mode could be used, but it would have to be

exp licitly representational. The interested person would have to be

aware of each stage in the formal review. He must not only have

knowledge of when his representatives are available. He mast also

know how to express his values.

Since most important issues involve some change in educational

policy, what this amounts to is an institutionalization of change pro-

cedures. If the public can expect a certain set of steps to be taken

prior to a final review, if it can see when and how to participate,

then it may come to understand.



If those tyho are looked to for guidance by the public._ (e.g. the

mass media) see that each irupor+ant issas is net in such a way, then

there is even the chance. that they will help enforce relevance in

reviews of issues.
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STANFORD UNIVERSITY
Community and School Survey

respondent's name date of interview

respondent's address interviewer

Hello, I'm (name) Here is my identification [snow credentials). I'm

conducting interviews for Stanford University. I'd like to interview you on what you 47

think about the local schools.

To begin with, there is some general information we'd like to have.

1. How many years have you lived in (name oflity) ? years

2. How long have you lived in this (house or apartment)? years

(if house) Do you own this house or are you rentiag it? awn rent

3. Would you please tell me the name 4. That are their occupations?

of everyone over 21 who lives here?

Resp.

b.

C.

d.

.1111=....0.10...../.1,8/00/0/C.05.11.

.141/1/1/11./

/1.0.11.6/...1.1141MIAIIMIM.A.,ID

Resp.______

C,

e. e.

01/....../.0,8

Which is the main earner? FUITEEalllougrrIT.tegT71

5. Are you or have you ever been married? yes 110

es How many children have you?

How old are they?

a.

b.

c.
/Oar IMMONIIIIINLONSIMMI.

What grades

a.

b.

c.

d.

e. e.
INwelIVOIMMIIM.11111110.0. .1.1111w.M11.071.1111M

,
Do they go to public (1)

2121:11aL=222JSh(1°Is?

a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

Now, we'd like tb ask you some general questions about the local schools.

346
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6. Have you talked with anyone at all in the last days about anything related

to the local schools? This includes

children.

Ci es Who have you talked with?

talking with your (husband or wife) and

__yes no

Record on REPORT OF CONVERSATION
FORM and continue questioning
from that form.

After each conversation is recorded, probe:
"Have you talked with anyone else?"

Obtain reports of all conversations respondent recalls.

if no to Q. 6:

When the left-hand box below
contains a name,_ ask 7:

2c2.igarecalLhayinga
conversation with

( )

about some school matter
in the last days?

If record on REPORT
OF CONVERSATION FORM and
continue questioning
from that form. Indicate
question was asked by
circling (7) in upper
left corner of form.

I

If no, or if this box con- i

tains no name, follow
instructions in right-hand
box.

When that box does not
contain a name, ask Q. 8:

If respondent has cited no
election conversations, ask:

Havewyou talked with anyone
at all in the last days

about the forthcomia&
school (L42121: bondl
election in (name of city)?

If yes: record on REPORT
OF CONVERSATION FORM and
continue questioning from
that form.. Indicate question
was asked by circling (8) in
upper left corner of form.

If no: go to Q. 25.
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Where respondent has said yes to Q. b, and has

look at the left-hand box below:

If this box contains a name, an
the respondent has not given

this name as someone he has
talked to, ask:

I. Do you recall having a
conversation with

(

about some school matter

in the last days?

If yes: record on REPORT OF
CONVERSATION FORM, .d continue

questioning from that form.
Indicate that this question was
asked by circling (I) in the

upper left corner of the form.

If no, or if this box coatJlia.5

no name, follow tnstructicns

in right-hand box__

Man
rc'c oustructed his cooversat ions

If respondent has cited no

election conversations, ask-

II. Have yo:1 talked wtth

anyone at all in t1 -last
( ) days about the

forthccming school
(bond or tax) election

in (name of city)?

If yes: record on REPORT OF

CONVERSATION FORM, and continue

questioning from that form.

Indicate use of question by

circling (II) in upper left

corner. After this conversation

has been reconstructed, or if

respondent indicates no

election conversations
then continue below:

c

23. Would you name fcr ma the three persons yc,u most often talk with when you

talk about school matters?

(1)

(3)

24. Would you name for me the three persons you most often turn to for advice

or opinion about school ma:ters?

(1)

(3) 1% .=1.1114.1a1ImmIlln.110.0.1
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Hand RESPONDENT'S COPY to respondent. Continue questioning. Circle

numbers which correspond to respondent's answers Respondent is not

to write on RESPONDENT'S

Here are some questions about what you think of the local schools. I'll

read the questions and please tell me which answer is closest to your own.

25. On the whole, would you say that the schools in this district are doing a
good job?

not good at all 1 ; not very good 2 ; somewhat good 3 ;

pretty good 4 ; very good 5 ; know. 0 .

26. Does it seem to you that the children play too much in the local schools:

not at all 5 ; not very much 4 ; somewhat 3

pretty much 2 ; very much I. ; don't know 0 .

27. Are there a lot of sugar-coating and frills in the schools here, would you

say?

not at all 5 not very much 4 ; some 3 ;

pretty much 2 ; very much 1 ; don't know 0

28. As you see it, does going to school seen to be a waste of time for many of
the local youngsters?

not at all 5 ; not very much 4 ; somewhat 3 ;

pretty much 2 ; very much 1 ; don't know 0 .

29. Compared with the average person you know, how do you feel about the local

schools? Would you say you favor them more, less, or about the same as the

average person you know?

more 5 ; about the same 3 ; less 1 _; don't know 0

30. Some people feel that schools cost them more than the average person. Would

you say that the local schools cost you more, less, or about the same as the

average person?

more 1 ; about the same 3 ; less 5 ; don't know 0

31. Does it look to you as if business conditions in the next 12 months will be
better, worse, or about the same as the last 12 months?

better than the last 12 months 5 ;

about the same as the last 12 months 3 ;

worse than Lhe last 12 months 1 ;

don't know 0 .
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32. Do you feel that Your own tax load is too much of a burden for what you get

in return?

not at all 5 ; not very much 4 ; somewhat 3

pretty much 2 ; very much 1 ; don't know 0

33. Generally speaking, would you say that taxes are already as high as they

ought to go?

not high at all 5 ; not very high __4 ; somewhat

pretty high 2 ; very high 1 ; don't know 0 .

34. How often have you talked about the local schools with a neighbor?

not at all 1 ; not very often 2 ; sometimes 3 ;

pretty often 4 ; very often 5 ; don't know 0

problem35. Hrw, ^ft..n ,=n you recall talking to someone recultiv

the local schools?

som

not at all 1 ; not very often 1
; sometimes 3

pretty often 4 ; very often 5 ; don't kpow 0

36. Have you read something about the local schools recently which you suggested

that a friend or a member of the family read?

not at all 1 ; not very often 2 ; sometimes 3 ;

pretty often 4 ; very often 5 ; do 't know 0 .

37. Can you recall criticizing anything lately that the schools did -- or didn't

do?

not at all 1 ; not very often 2 ; sometimes 3 ;

pretty often 4__; very often 5 ; don't know 0

38. How often have you discussed with a friend or a member of your family how the

local schools compare with other school syszems?

riot at all 1 not very often 2 ; sometimes 3 ;

pretty often 4 ; very often 5 ; don't know 0 .

39. Haw interested in the loc,11 schools would you say you are, compared with the

average person you know? Would you say your interest is more, less or about

the same as the average person's?

more than the average person's _.5 ;

about the eame as the average person's o

less than the average person's 1 ;

don't know 0.....

6

4
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40. Since completing your education, how often have you visited public schools

or attended school functions?

not at all 1 ; not very often 2 ; sometimes 3

pretty often 4__; very often 5 ; don't know 0

41. How often .have you attended meetings of school organizatione like the PTA?

not at all 1 ; not very often 2 ; sometimes_ 3

pretty often very often 5 ; don't know 0

42. How often have you talked by phone or in person with a school official or

teacher?

not at all 1 : not very often 2 ; sometimes 3 ;

pretty often 4 ; very often 5 ; don't know 0 .

43. How often in the past year have matters -n the schools crossed yobr

mind?

not at all 1 ; not very often 2 ; sometimes 3 ;

pretty often 4 ; very often 5 don't know 0 .

44. Is there anything about the local schools that vou are particularly proud of:

yes no gr765] What?

1 2

3 4

45. In some national surveys, these statements were made by some of the people

interviewed. . Would you agree or disagree with these statements:

a. I don't think public school officials care much what people

like me think. agree 1 ; disagree 5 ; don't know 0 .

b. Voting is the only way people like me have anything to say

about how their schools are run.

agree I disagree 5 don't know 0 .

c. People like me don't have much say about what the schools dc.

agree 1 ; disagree 5 ; don't know 0 .

d. Sometimes educational policy seems so complicated that a

person like me can't really understand what's going on.

agree 1 ; disagree 5 ; don't know 0 .
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46. Next week, the voters in this district will be asked to approve (an increase

in the school tax or a school bond issue).

How likely is it that you will vote in the school election next week?

very likely 5 ; pretty likely 4 _; fairly likely 3 ;

not very likely 2 ; not at all likely I ;

not eligible or not registered X__; don't know 0

47. Did you vote in the last school financial election in this district?

yes 2 ; no 1 ; not eligible or not registered_ X .

48. Whether in this city or elsewhere, how regularly would you say you have voted

in school elections of all kinds in recent years?

very regularly 5 ; pretty regularly__4 ; fairly regularly ___3 ;

not very regularly 2__; not at all 1 ; not eligible or not registered X

don t-'
know n

49. If the election were being held today, how do you think you would vote on

(the request for an increase in the school tax or the school bond issue)?

certainly vote for 4 _; probably vote for 3 ;

probably vote against .__2 ; certainly vote against; don't know 0 .

50. Do you think the proposal for (an increase in the school tax or the school

bonds) will pass or fail? T

pass_.2 fail 1 ; don't know __.0

Will it (pass or fail) by:

a very large amount 4 ; a large amount 3 ;

a small amount 2 ; a very small amount 1 ; don't know 0

CONTINUE ON NEXT PACE

st
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Si. Do you belong to a PTA or some ,! pi,h i i s school parent

ULLsalor_lf_person

if yes i Whit elected offices y hi 'J in rz.e group When:

.1111M....=w
11111111.1110

What appointive offices have you held?. :Then?

ves %lc

Acrtsp_msident to turn page in RESPONDENT'S COA4

These questions are concerned with the parent group you be t..11 to

I'll read the questions. Please chooSe an answer.

52. Is it likely that you will remain in this parent group after your childre,1

complete their public education?

not likely at all 1 ; not very likely 2 ; somewhat likely 3 ;

pretty likely 4 ; very likely 5 ; don't know 0

53. Compared with most other members of this group, would you say your loyalty

to the group is less than, about the same ?s, or more than the average member

of the group?

less than 1 ; about the same 3 ; more than 5 ; don't. know 0.__.

54. How would you feel about leaving the group if your child were transferred

to another school in which there was no such group?

very regretful 5 ; pretty regretful_21 ; somewhat regretful 3

not very regretful 2 _; not at all regretful 1 ; don't know, 0 .

55. If it were against this group's "p0'.: cbIliate funds to other organizationc

and yet a majority of your group decided to contribute funds to build a youth

center, would you go along with their decision?

not at All likely 1 ; not very likely 2 _; somewhat likely __,3 ;

pretty likely 4 ; very likely 5 ;. don't know 0 .

56. Parent groups usually do not interfere with administrative.officials, and

yet if a majority of your group signed a petition urging the superintendent

to ask for a certain teacher's resignation, would you go along with the

petition?

very likely 5 ; pretty likely 4 ; somewhat likely_3 ;

not very likely 2 ; not at all likely 1 4 don't know0 .

57. If it were against this group's policy to endorse school board candidates,

and yet a majority of the group decided to ri,upport a particular candidate,

would you go along with their decision? .

very likely 5__; pretty likely 4 ; somewhat likely 3_,,;

not vary likely 2 nnr at all 1ika17,7 1 ann't knnw n
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58. What organizations and clubs b(long to t-ar

Have you ever been an elected officer in any of them? When:

Have you ever been an appointive officer in any of them? When?

Clubs, Electedwhen

yes no

yes no

yes no

yes no

yes no

Appointed- -when

yes no

yes PO

yes no

ves no

yes no

59. To what extent have you ever found yourself supporting a group, other than a

parent group, which was endorsing something the schools were doing

very much 5 ; pretty much 4 ; somewhat 3 ;

not very much 2 ; not at all 1 ; don't know 0 .

What was the name of the group?

What was it endorsing?

60. To what extent have you ever found yourself supporting a group, other than a

parent group, which was opposing something the schools were doing?

very much 5 ; pretty much 4 ; somewhat 3 ;

not very such 2 ; not at all 1 ; don't know 0 .

What was the name of the group?
What was it opposing?___

61. How would you like to listen to a discussion about a controversial national

education problem?

very much 5 ; pretty much 4 ; somewhat 3

not very much 2 ; not at all 1 ; don't know 0 .

62. How would you like to listen to a discussion about a controvAtailal local

educational problem?

not at all 1 ; not very vich_.2 ; somewhat 3 ;

pretty much 4 ; very much 5 ; don't know 0

aoln.......=rwore.76..

63. If you attended a meeting dealing with educational problems, how would you

like to listen to an outstanding local speaker?

very much 5_,.; pretty much 4 ; somewhat 3 ;

not very much 2 ; not at all 1 ; don't know 0 .

IMPIPMElleown..os

4
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64. If you attended a meeting dealing :pith educational problems, how would you

like to listen to an outstanding national speaker?

not at all 1 ; not very much 2 ; somewhat 3

pretty much 4 ; very much 5 ; don't know 0 .

65. How much would you say you are interested in local problems in this

community?

very much 5 ; pretty much 4 ; somewhat 3 ;

not very much 2 ; not at all 1 ; don't know 0 .

66. How much would you say you are interested in problems outside the local

community?

very much 5 ; pretty much 4 ; somewhat 3 ;

not very much 2 ; not at all I ; don't know 0

LaI_FESPONDENI'S COPY from respondent 67Lak_krahLanything else j

67. Have you attended a school board meeting lately? yes no

111_20j What was discussed?

.11111OMMINKNIIMMI, 41.10111Id

68. Have you attended any club meetings or other social gatherings lately where

local school matters were discussed? yes no

Ilf yes] What was discussed?

69. Have you attended any public meetings or speeches lately where local school

matters were discussed? yes no

TIT-7;g) What was discussed?

70. Have you read any bulletins, pamphlets or anything in the mail lately about

local school matters? yes no

15;g1 What were they about?

+1
71. Have you watched anything on television lately concerning something about

local school matters? yes no

What was it about?
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72. Have you heard anything on radio Titely concerning somethil:.: :`.out local

school matters? ves no=es What was it about?

73. Have you read ar.-.7t:ling in your newspaper lately about something concerning

local school mattcrs?

lit yes; What :td you reaa :':,out"'

Now just a few final ciuestio.

yes no

74. Uhat was the last erade fivished in school? Fc7F;.. C rgl.+(Zi 1

to 8 9 10 11

75. What is your age?

76. tTecoreTe4:

1 ")

*,-

1711.10

15 16 17 18 19 20 or more

77. 7s there anyt-.1ag vecteral, .bout the local schools which we have not

discussed ttat you would to tell us?

THANK YOI: WRY MUCH FOR HELPING US

a
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REPORT OF CONVERSATION FROM Respondent:

Who have you talked with:
(in this conversation)

b.

names

9. First, when did this conversation take place?

10. Where were you at the time?

11. How did you happen to start talking about the school topic?

`.1.M1.11111Miss011iMINNWEIRCIP

NOW I'D LIKE YOU TO THINK BACK

TO THIS CONVERSATION. TRY TO
RECALL AS MUCH AS YOU CAN ABOUT
WHAT WAS SAID IN THIS CONVER:-
SATION BY ALL THE PARTICIPATNS.

11111111111101111111M111111110101011111.1111V

WHAT. WE WOULD LIKE YOU TO DO FOR US IS TO RECONSTRUCT TliS CONVERSMON

YOtY HAD. PLEASE RECALL AS BEST YOU CAN WHAT EACH OF YOU SAID.

12. First, 'who brought up the subject?

13. What did (he, she, you) say? What did (you, he, she) say?
When what? What next? (Continue in this manner until

conversation is completed).

MID

Namoll111111111111111011111111,

Ask these questions of each person who participated in the conversation
for Q. 16-20, hand. Card 1 to respondent.

14. Compared with this person, would you say you know more about the
roma schools, less about the local schools, or about the same as
(he, she) does?

r more a. 5 3 3. .0.

Mess b. 5 3 1 0

.....4..about the same c. 5 3 3. 0

....Q...donft know

.41 insrisaw...4144i4.4
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15. In gema, do you expect this person to agree or disagree with you

about local school matters? Would you. say you expect (him, her)

to agree with you:

.5.yegy often; A...pretty often; a. 5 4 3

.3.pametimesi "2 not very often; b. 5 4 3

.1..pot at all; .LAan't know c. 5 1' 3

2 1 0

2 1 0

2 1 0

16. How often does this person you talked with come to you for infor-

mation about the schools? Would you say:

5yery often; .L.L.pretty often; a. 5 4. 3

....,sometimes; .g..inot very often; b. 5 4 3

.1.pot at all; Adon't know c. 5 4; 3

2 1 0

2 1 0

2 1 0

17. How often does this person come to you for your opinion about some

school matter? Would you say:

5yery often; .4pretty often: a. 5 4 3

,.sometimes; 2..pot very often; b. 5 4 3

1pot at all; .94on't know c. 5 4 3

2
2
2

1
1.
1

0
0
0

18. Haw often do you go to this person for information about the schools?

,,very often; Apretty often; a. 5 4 3 2 1 0

.3..pametimes; .g..pot very' often; b. 5 4 3 ,.5 1 Av

.1..pot at all; .Q..don't know c. 5 if 3 2 .i.
... ... 0

19. How often do you go *this person for (his, her) opinion about

some school matter? Would you say?

_,__very often; ,_pretty often; a. 5 4 3

.3..pametimes; .3 ,..not very often b. 5 4 3

.1..pot at all; .9...don't know c. 5 4 3

20. Who is this person? 21. What is (his, her) address?

probe: What is (his, her) if no address or street known

relationship to you? and 0 is woman, obtain
husband's first name

a.

2 1 0

2 1 0

2 1 0

c.

b.

c.

f

Use one of these forms for each conversation respondent recalls. After

each conversations, ask whether respondent recalls any other conver-

sations. When respondent has reconstructed all possible conversations,

return to page 3 in the questionnaire and continue questioning.
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It numbers refer to the questionnaire (Appendix A).

Direct ationl

40. Since completing your education, how often have you visited public
schools or attended school functions?

41. How often have you attended meetings of school organizations like
the PTA?

42. How often have you talked by phone or in person with a school
official. or teacher?

43. How often in the past year have matters concerning the schools
crossed your mind?

Coefficients of scalabilityl
Coefficient of

District R..eproducibilitz Items II di',

A .97 .90 .86

B .96 .89 .85

C .97 .91 .88

D .98 .93 .90

E .97 .90 .85

1From Bush and Deutschmann: Chilton Re Bash and Paul J Deutschmann,

The II:ter...relationships of AAtitudes Toward Sqhools Anlyotirig
Behavior in a School Bo,...Electffl.on. Department of Communication and

Journalism, Stanford University,. 1955.
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Efficva 2

.171'

tj:.4"'

45. In same national surveys, these statements were made by some of the
people interviewed. Would you agree or disagree with these
statements:

a. I don't think public school officials care much what people
like me think.

b. Voting is the only way people like me have anything to say
about how their schools are run.

c. People like me don't have much say about what the schools do.

d. Sop-Leta= educational policy seems so complicated that a person
Like me can't really understand vitatgs going on.

Coefficients of scalability:
Coefficient of

District Repro d Items Individas,

A .93 .78 .53

B .92 .8o .59

C .92 .80 00

D .92 .70 .59

E .89 .72 .36

Information evosare*

67. Have you attended a school board meeting lately?

68. Have you attended any club meetings or other social gatherings
lately where local-school matters were discussed?

69. Have you attended any public meetings or speeches lately where
local school matters were discussed?

70. Have your read any bulletins, pamphlets or anything in the mail
lately about local school matters?

111.111

2Based on the political efficacy index developed at Michigan: Angus

Campbell, Gerald Garin, and Warren B. Miller, The Voter p,ecisles. Raw

Peterson, Evanston, Illinois, 1954.
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71. Have you watched anything on television lately concerning something
about local school matters?

72. Have you heard anything on radio lately concerning something about
local school matters?

73. Have you read anything in your newspaper lately about something
concerning local school matters?

*These items did not scale according to the criteria used. Error
patterns were random, so an index was constructed that simply gave
one point for each exposure.

Interest in local affairs3

62. How would you like to list to a discussion about a controversial
local educational problem?

63. If you attended a meeting dealing with educational problems, how
would you like to listen to an outstanding local speaker?

65. How much would you say you are interested: in local problems in
this community?

Coefficients of .scalability:

Coefficient of
D st/sict Renrodacibili& I =- Individuals,

A .96 .86 .83

B .98 .93 .88

C .95 .85 .77

D .96 .87 .83

E z98 .92 .88

3Based on work by Sutthoff: John Sutthoff, T.Aoc -Cosmopolitan 0

tation and partici-oation in School Aff43.s. Unpublished Doctoral.

Dissertation, Stanford University, 1960.
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Interest 13.1%efAtts14*

61. How would you like to listen to a discussion about a controversial

national educational problem?

64. If you attended a meeting dealing with educational problems, how

would you like to listen to an outstanding national speaker?

66. How much would you say you are interested in problems outside the

local community?

Coefficients of scalability:

Coefficient of

District Reproducibility Items Individuals

A .95 .81 .76

B .97 .92 .87

41AC.17 684 .77
C

D .96 .87 .80

E .97 .91 .uvo4

Likelihood ofvotine

46. Next week, the voters in this district will be asked to approve

How likely is it that you will vote in the school election

next week?

47. Did you vote in the last school financial election in this district?

48. Whether in this city or elsewhere, how regularly would you say you

have voted in school elections of all kinds in recent years.

Coefficients of scalability:

Coefficient of

District Reproducibility Items Indd,vikaa

A .96 .82 .86

B .98 .93 .81

C .98 .90 77

D .98 .90 .74

E .99 .91 .78

=17=NIi.
111111111.1110
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Evaluation of local schools'

25. On tha whole, would yelt nay that the schools in this district are

doing a good job?

26. ,Does it seem to you that the children play too much in the local

schools?

Are there a lot of sugar-coating and frills in the schals here,

would you say?

28. As you see it, does going to school seem to be a waste of time
for many of the local. youngsters?

29. Compared with the average person you know, how do you feel about

the local schools? Would you say you favor than more, less, or

about the same as the average person you know?

Coefficients of scalability:

Coefficient of

Djstri9t Reoroducibilitz 11.M. ladivIdtkals

A .9k ic77 .77

.93 9.1. -73

27.

C .91

D .93

.914,

Perc6ived economic condition
6

30.

31.

32.

33.

.71

.76

.79

.67

.70

.66

Some people feel that schools cost them more than the average

person. Would you say that the local schools cost you more,

less, or about the same as the average person?

Does it look to you as if business conditions in the next 12

months will be better, worse, or about the same as the last 12
months?

Do you feel that your own
what you get in return?

Generally speaking, would
as they ought to go?

tax load is too much of a burden for

you say. that taxes are already as high

r-

tir



Est c.I.ct

A

B

C

D

E

Coefficient of
R z_Ezzstikcja=

.94

093

099

.97

.96

IVI7MIW5:12WILZMw _
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Coefficients of scalability:

Items Individuals

.84 .88

077 .76

095 93

090

085 .89

Communicated interest*?

34. How often have you talked about the local schools with a neighbor?

35 How often can you recalltalking to someone recently about some
problem in the local schools?

36. Have you read something about the local schools recently which
you suggested that a friend or a member of the family read?

37. Can you recall criticizing anything lately that the schools did--

or didntt do?

11/ How often have you discussed with a friend or a member of your
family how the local schools compare with other school systems?

39. How interested in the local schools would you say youLare,
compared with the average person you know? Would you say your

interest is more, less, or about the same as the average persoWs?

Coefficients of scalability:
Coefficient of

strict Renroducibilj,ty Items

A .94 .81 .66

B 091 .68 .68

C .94 77 .75

D 093 .80 .72

E .93 075 .74

*This index was used as an independent, overall estimate of

communicatory activity. See Chapter XI.

73211. Based largely on personal communication from Deutschmann. The

last hear was added by Carter.



1007111S.2MWearlOPYP=MCSMantrAtra,^4.51V-..

APPENDIX C

The Analysis Paradigm

366



The analysis Paradigm

Many of the analyses we have made draw on the "percentage dif.

ference" method of analyzing relationships between variables. This use

of the percentage difference technique allows us to apportion the

variance in a criterion variable in away analogous to the analysis of

variance model. Wa are able to see and compare "independent" effects

of several variables relative to a criterion variable. We can also

view their interactions.

The simplest form of the percentage difference method has one

locator (independent) variable and the criterion (dependent) variable.

For example, if 20% of low parent orientation persons are communicators

and 60% of high parent orientation persons are communicators, then the

parent orientation is accounting for 43% of the variation in the

criterion variable.

With two, and then three, locator variables, the number of

inferences increases quickly. The relationships which can be studied

for two independent variables and a criterion variable are illustrated

below for a sample table.

Table Li Communicators by Parent-Citizen Orientation.*

goint orimtatiaa Percent commma3421211

High parent, high citizen 70% (a)

High parent, low citizen 50% (b)

Low parent, high citizen 30% (c)

Low parent, low citizen 33% (d)

The entries, are fictitious proportions of persons in the cell

who participated in a conversation about the schools with someone from

outside the immediate household. The base for the proportion is the

number of persons in the cell. For example, a is based on the

number of high parent, high citizen persons.

3643
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These inferences can be made from the above table:

1. The parent orientation accounts for 35% of the variance in the

criterion variable (average of a-c and b-d).

2. The citizen orientation accounts for 15% of the variance in

the criterion variable (average of a-b and c-d).

Thus it is possible to make an inference about the comparative

effects: The parent orientation accounts for more criterion variance

than the citizen orientation. We can also say something about the inter-

action of the two orientations:

3. The joint parent-citizen orientation accounts for 50% of the

variance in the criterion variable (a-d) .

.. The parent orientation accounts for more variance in the

criterion 'variable under the high citizen orientation condition than under

the low citizen orientation condition (40% versus 30%; compare a-c with

b-d).

5. The citizen orientation accounts for more variance in the

criterion variable under the high parent orientation condition than under

the low parent orientation condition (20% versus 10%; compare a-b with

c-d).

The last two inferences are always converses--identical in size

and direction.

Turning now to the most frequent type of table to be presented,

we have three locator variables and a criterion variable as illustrated

in Table X.2.

The inferences made previously for Table X.2 could be repeated

for this table (e.g., the parent oriantWon accounts for 30% of the

variance in the criterion variable--average of a-c, b-d, e-g, and f-h).

,CT
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Table X.2 Communicators by Parent-Citizen Orientation and Sex,*

Percent communicators among:

Joint orientation

High parent, high citizen 50% (a)

High parent, low citizen 30% (b)

Low parent, high citizen 40% (c)

Low parent, low citizen 10% (d)

Females

80% (e)

70% (f)

40% (g)

20% (h)

*The cell entries are fictitious proportions of communicators by joint

orientation and sex.

There is an option available as to which estimate to use in such

instances, and the choice depends on which of our purposes (location or

causal analysis) is paramount for the variables involved. The percentage

differences used here are unweighted; no adjustment is made for unequal

cell frequencies. McCormickl recommends this use when causal analysis

is the purpose, but for locator purposes recommends the use of weighted

proportions. When only the orientations are used, the weights make

little difference, so the two variable table gives good locator and

causal, results. When the test variable is introduced, in three

variable tables, the purpose is primarily to elaborate our description

of the process by which informal communication occurs. So the un-

weighted method is used, and we do not recalculate the main effects

and the simplriiteraction involving only the orientations.

1Thomas C. McCormick "Toward Causal Analysis in the Prediction of

Attributes," American Socialoa cal. Vol. 17 (1925).

izO
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Only new inferences will be illustrated here. These inferences area

6. The locator variable of sex accounts for 20% of the variance

in the criterion variable (average of e-a, f-b, g-c, .and h-d).

70 The three locator variables (parent orientation, citizen oriBn-

tation, and sex) jointly account for 70% of the variance in the criterion

variable (e-d).

These two inferences tell us how much the third variable aids the

locations of persons who engage in the communication behavior being

studied. The two inferences are therefore much used for comparing

test variables, to see which test variable adds the most to the two

orientation variables.

Two new sets of two variable interactions appear, between the

test variable and each of the orientation variables:

8. The joint effect of parent orientation and, sex accounts for

50 of the variance in the criterion variable (average of e-c and f-d).

9. The parent orientation accounts for more variance in the

criterion variable in the high condition of the test variable (more

among females than among males, 45% versus 15%, compare tha average of

a-c and b-d with the average of e-g and f-h).2 And, conversely:

10. The sex variable accounts for more variance in the criterion

variable under the high parent condition than under the low parent

condition (35% versus .5%; compare the average of e-a and f-b with the

average of g-c and h-d).

A similar set can be generated for the citizen orientation and

2The high condition of the test variable is that category which has the

higher relationship with the first criterion variable--communication
per se.

,4;
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sex:

11. The two variables of citizen orientation and sex jointly

account for 40% of the variance in the criterion variable (average of e-b

and g-d).

12. The citizen orientation accounts for more variance in the

criterion variable among males than among females (25% versus 15%;

compare the average of a-b and c-d with the average of e-f and g-h).

And conversely:

13. The sex variable accounts for ,more variance in the criterion

variable under the low citizen cozition than under the high citizen

condition (25% versus 15%; compare the average of e-a and g-c with the

average of f-b and h-d).

Inferences (9) and (10), and (12) and (13) are related to each

other as were inferences (4) and (5) of the previous two-variable set.

There is one other simple interaction involving all three locator

variables that MT) shall be using:

14. The joint parent-citizen orientation accounts for more

variance in the criterion variable among females than among males (60%

versus 40%; compare e-h with a-4.).

The interaction takes the composite of the orientations as one

variable. In this type of inference, we can see if the joint orien-

tation accounts for more variance under one condition of the test

variable than under the other.

There is a triple interaction involving all three locator variables

in relation to the criterion variable. They are expansions of the

kind of inference listed for the two locator variable situation. Only

one example is given here--an expansion of a first set inference, (4):
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15. Among males, the parent orientation accounts for more variance

in the criterion variable in the low citizen than in the high citiza

condition (20% versus 10%; compare b-d with a -c); among females, the

parent orientation also accounts for more variance in the low citizen

than in the high citizen condition (509 versus 40%; compare f.-h with e-g)3

Similar complex interaction inferences are available as expansions

of inferences (5) in the first set, and of inferences (9, 10, 12, and

13) in this second set. Pairs of these expansions will be mirror images

of each other, as noted in earlier interaction inferences.

Inferences can also be drawn regarding the most favorable set of

conditions of two variables for the effectiveness of the third. These

go as follows:

16. To find the most favorable conditions for effectiveness of

the parent orientation, one compares these differences: e.g. (high

test, high citizen), f-h (high test, low citizen), a-e (low test, high

citizen), and b-d (low test, low citizen). For this example, the most

favorable set of conditions is f-h, females of low citizen orientation.

17. To find the most favorable conditions for the citizen orien-

tation, we compare! e-f, g-h, a-b, and c-d. For this example, the

most favorable set of conditions for the citizen orientation is c-d,

males of low parent orientation.

18. To find the most favorable conditions for the test variable,

we compare: e-a, f-b, g-c, and hi.d. For this example, the sex dif-

ference is greatest in the high parent, low citizen orientation condition.

3Note that there is no interaction effect; here. The interaction effect

is the difference between differences--here, 10 minus 10% or zero
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If the effect of the test variable is greatest in the low parent,

low citizen condition, then we might conclude that it is a functional

equivalent for one or both of these orientations. It is substituting in

their absence. Bat if the effect of the test variable is greatest in

one of the other conditions, then a different conclusion may be drawn

that the condition is contributory to the effectiveness of this variable.

Over several test variables, these noptimum" conditions can be

compared for suggestive inferences.

We do not report all of the possible inferences for each table.

What we have done is to analyze each table for all inferences, note

the more important of the inferences, and then make comparisons of

four types:

I. For any given table, a comparison may be made between main

effects or between interactions.

2. Across several tables, a comparison may be made of the

inferences obtained with different test variables introduced. Usually,

this will be within one of three categories of test variables--demo-

graphic (e.g., sex, age, education); participatory (e.g., direct

Participsati efficacy, information exposure); .and atV.,tudina3. (e.g.,

evaluation of local schools, pride). A few summary statements com-

paring all test variables will be found at the end of each chapter.

3. Any given inference may be compared Tzith the average of

similar inferences if the deviation of that inference from the average

is of some signifi cance. For example, if one of the orientations was

to hale no effect on tie criterion variable under one of the test

variable conditions, while it usan11.---- had some effect under most
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conditions, this distinction should be of interest. One of the worst

communication problems is the boomerangwhere a "principle" is over-

extended.

Statistical tests were not made of the results reported. They

would be appropriate for the predictive value of the locator variables.

In Chapter II, two of these, the parent and citizen orientations,

account for variance in the communicator-noncommunicator analysis

singly and jointly far beyond minimal levels of statistical significance.

When other variables are introduced to describe communicators, it is

mostly for elaboration; that is, we want to draw inferences about the

nature of i ormal comramication behavior.

Similarly, when we turn in later chapters to an elaboration of a

criterion variable, an aspect of inZormal communicatory behavior, our

intention is to examine its various dim.ension.s for clues about informal

communication processes.

At several points, the test variable is trichotomized rather than

dichotomized. In distinguishing between communicators and noncoimuuni-

cators, this practice shows curvilinear relationships betweeen the test

variable and the criterion variable. Only one of these trichotomies

is carried over into the analysis of dimensions of informal communication,

that being evaluation of local schools.

The analysis procedure we are using takes only the information

from the outside coluins. Thus curvilinear relationships are remarked

on outside the framework of inferences previously discussed.
:_.

The tables which follow contain most of the analysis results used

in Chapters II, IV,, V, VI and VII. The form of the results follows the
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line of inference-types discussed here. Those dealing only with the

two orientation types and a criterion variable are not included. These

are the results for the three variable analyses.

The reader should observe several cautions. Signs are used for

different purposes--sometimes to indicate the direction of the relation-

ship between a variable and the criterion variable, sometimes to indicate

which condition of the variable is being considered. The phrase "greater

effect" and its equivalents are used for convenience. In several cases

the greater effect may simply be that a variable is less negatively

related to the criterion variable under the given condition.

Tables C.1 through C.20 are ordered in the sequence that they

are used in the text for commentary. The format there is as follows:

Independent effect

Optimum conditions

Independent effect
Optimum conditions

Independent effect
Optimum conditions

of parent orientation;
for effect of parent orientation (C.1);

of citizen orientation;
for effect of citizen orientation (C.2);

of test variable (C.3);
for effect of test variable (C.4);

Joint effect of orientations;
Optimum conditions for effect of joint orientation (C.5);

Joint effect of parent orientation and test variable (C.6);

Optimum conditions for joint effect (C.7);

Joint effect of citizen orientation and test variable (C.8);

Optimum conditions for joint effect (C.9);

Joint effect of both orientations and test variable (0.10);

Interactive effect of two orientations;
Optimum conditions for interactive effect of orientations

(0.12, C.13);

Interactive effect of parent orientation and test variable (C.14);

Optimum conditions for interactive effect (C.15, C.16);

4...4 ", C.+, ts,



Interactive effect of citizen orientation and test variable (0.17);

Optimum conditions for interactive effect (C.18, C.19); and,

Effect of test variable among school people (C.20).

Table C.11 serves a special function. It gives the extent of the

triple interaction involving a test variable and the,two orientations

relative to a, given criterion variable. Tha entries serve as a check

for possible misinterpretation of results reported in Tables 0012, C.13,

C.15, C.I6, C.18, and C.19. We have reported these latter results in the

most readable manner. In a few instances a large number in one of these

tables may derive from a simple interaction rather than from a triple

interaction. If the number in the corresponding cell of Table C.11

is not as large - -or larger, usuallythan that in the cell of one of

the latter Tables, the latter result should be discounted. For example,

either orientation may be more affective in the high condition of the

other orientation whatever the aandition of thz test variable.
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Table D.1 Ratio of Conversations to Communicators by Level and Aspect

of larectione*

Direction level/ No. of communicators No. of convers.

Aspect of direction of v level teLataiven level Rai

School people:

vertical up

horizontal

vertical down

Public school parents:

vertical up

horizontal

vertical down

Private school parents:

vertical up 647 33 .05.

horizontal 37 45 1.22

vertical down 92 '10 .11

Preschool parents:

vertical up 684 32 .05

horizontal 31 28 40

vertical down 61 0 .00

Postschool parents:

vertical up 715 26 .04

horizontal 31 32 1.03

vertical down 30 2 307

Nonparents

vertical up 746 26 .03

horizontal 30 25 .83

vertical down ** ** **

*The tabled ratio adjusts the frequency of various aspects of direction

in conversations (i.e., vertical up, horizontal, and vertical down) to

the number of communicators of various levels *available* for conversation.

180

1,038

96 .74

** **

151 271

625 177

151

496

129

**

1.79

.28

1.1.9

2.09

**By definition, school people mild have no vertical up conversations

and ionparents could have no vertical down conversations.



,

,T
ab

le
 D

. 2
In

te
rc

or
re

la
tio

n 
M

at
ri

x 
of

 I
nf

or
m

al
 C

om
m

un
ic

at
io

n 
B

eh
av

io
rs

 f
or

 O
th

er
s

(N
=

13
1)

.
*

"C
i

C
d

I-
1

C
n

4.
.)

:a
)

C
34

C
d

.1
6

hi
"h

4

. T
 ;

°
Z

;
lb

Z
;

H
7:

3
a)

1:
1 

44
...

I
1 

0
...

.1
g

""
4 

74
 d

4
0

46
4

0
c.

.)

r4.
)

C
O

)
4A

C
n

""
I

C
n

a)
...

..
.p

.,
m

i
'W

.1
.1

1.
1

1.
1

1.
1

14
/.1

44
..4

0)
C

) 
0

0 
0

w
.4

...
.1

...
.1

C
l

4.
.)

C
./3

c.
.)

4 
r4

4 
c4

6.
9 

c:
4

4 
t4

C
:)

 4
M

6-4
4 

V
s

A

2
3'

4'
5

6
'

7
'

8
9

'
10

'
11

12

1.
Sc

op
e:

 to
ta

l c
on

y.
62

65
32

59
29

24
60

43
21

64
36

2.
 S

co
pe

: t
op

ic
s

54
29

35
22

02
47

23
12

47
29

3.
Sc

op
e:

 c
on

ve
rs

an
ts

15
35

30
14

49
31

13
33

21

4.
In

it.
 :

R
 g

iv
es

-0
5

-3
1

-1
8

27
-0

1
06

44
49

g
5.

In
it.

 : 
R

 s
ee

ks
-0

9
-0

2
24

38
25

- 
4

4 
to

11

6.
In

it.
 : 

R
 is

 g
iv

en
-2

7
20

22
-0

7
15

-0
8

7.
In

it.
 : 

R
 is

 s
ou

gh
t

14
02

14
09

00

8.
D

ir
ec

tio
n:

 h
or

iz
.

-1
5

-1
4

35
12

9.
D

ir
ec

tio
n:

 v
er

t
, u

p

10
.

D
ir

ec
tio

n:
 v

er
t.

,
do

w
n

IL
In

fl
ue

nc
e:

 a
tte

m
pt

s

-1
5

14
08

27
29

*O
th

er
s 

co
ns

is
t o

f 
pr

iv
at

e 
sc

ho
ol

 p
ar

en
ts

, p
re

sc
ho

ol
 p

ar
en

ts
, p

os
ts

ch
oo

l p
ar

en
ts

, a
nd

 n
on

pa
re

nt
s 

w
ho

 a
re

 c
om

m
un

ic
at

or
s.

Fo
r 

co
rr

el
at

io
ns

 in
vo

lv
in

g 
"v

er
tic

al
 d

ow
n"

, t
he

 s
am

pl
e 

si
ze

 is
 1

04
.

-
.

3

66

et
a

4
,e

4t
4t

,
t

,
FF

P.
,g

fs
i

.,



a.
-

-
Z

.
71

:
.

'

4)
1

T
ab

le
 D

. 3
 I

nt
er

co
rr

el
at

io
n 

M
at

ri
x 

of
 I

nf
or

m
al

 C
om

m
un

ic
at

io
n 

B
eh

av
io

rs
 f

or
 L

ow
pa

re
nt

, l
ow

 c
iti

ze
n 

gr
ou

p 
(N

=
11

4)
.

L
Sc

op
e:

 to
ta

l c
on

y.

2.
 S

co
pe

: t
op

ic
s

C
O ea

04
 .0

O
4

0
et

0 
0

0
0

E
n

4.
4

E
n

C
.)

2-
3.

4.
.) cr
i

r4

51
70

52

33
34

3.
Sc

op
e:

 c
on

ve
rs

an
ts

37

4,
In

it.
: R

 g
iv

es

5.
In

it.
 : 

R
 s

ee
ks

6.
In

it.
 : 

R
 is

 g
iv

en

7.
R

 is
 s

ou
gh

t

8.
D

ir
ec

tio
n:

 h
or

iz
on

ta
l

9.
D

ir
ec

tio
n:

 v
er

tic
al

 u
p

*
10

.
D

ir
ec

tio
n:

 v
er

tic
al

 d
ow

n

11
.

In
fl

ue
nc

e:
 a

tte
rr

pt
s

4-
5-

6

39
32

08
23

31
16

03
-2

3

-1
30,

bo
2

o
fa

4

'a
'

1.
4

0
4_

, 0
Q

 N
Q

,-
.1

co
1)

4-
1

."
4

A
0

(3
)

t4 7
8

9
10

44
89

13
11

13
48

01
21

35
64

20
01

-0
5

45
-0

4
19

02
37

12
-1

7

-1
1

30
03

17

36
15

-0
9

-1
3

-1
1 01

11
12

62
46

44
28

48
34

48
57

17
15

09
-0

8

27
07

59
42

00
-0

4

10
-0

4

41
1

el
) k 4

61



r
y
a

'
.+

.4
1

t1
 t

"f
r

"/
'4

,
'

.4
.

,
-

T
ab

le
 D

. 4
 I

nt
er

ec
rr

el
at

io
n

r C
at

ri
x 

of
 I

nf
or

m
al

 C
om

m
un

ic
at

io
n 

B
eh

av
io

rs
 f

or
 L

ow
 P

ar
en

t, 
H

ig
h 

C
iti

ze
n 

G
ro

up
 (

N
=

12
2)

.

ca

o C
r)C
.)

+
30

ai
bo 0

g
4.

..,

.;:
fc

%
1

$.
1

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10
.

11
.

Sc
op

e:
 to

ta
l c

on
y.

Sc
op

e:
 to

pi
cs

Sc
op

e:
 c

on
ve

rs
an

ts

In
it.

 : 
R

 g
iv

es

In
it.

 : 
R

 s
ee

ks

In
it.

 : 
R

 is
 g

iv
en

In
it.

 :
R

. i
s 

so
ug

ht

D
ir

ec
tio

n:
 h

or
iz

on
ta

l,

D
ir

ec
tio

n:
 v

er
tic

al
 u

p

D
ir

ec
tio

n:
 v

er
tic

al
 d

ow
n

In
fl

ue
nc

e:
 a

tte
m

pt
s

2
,

3-

74 38

4.
5

6
7

8

92 48 72 26 59 35 48

50
30 11 29

67 27 39 -0
7

35 39 35 -2
1

-1
0

48 16 29 -1
6

27 -0
6

9
10

11

30
23

67

22
05

44

18
29

54

06
19

43

27
08

45

14
12

22

03
-0

6
09

05
08

57

07
25 26

1:
0

12 52 31 37 47 37 03 03 44 20 16 73

/
,



T
ab

le
 D

. 5
 I

nt
er

co
rr

el
at

io
n 

M
at

ri
x 

of
 I

nf
or

m
al

 C
om

m
un

ic
at

io
n 

B
eh

av
io

rs
 f

or
 H

ig
h 

Pa
re

nt
, L

ow
 C

iti
ze

n 
G

ro
up

 (
N

=
10

5)
.

0 0 p
G

2
3:

4
5

O
i

7
8

Sc
op

e:
 to

ta
l c

on
y.

65
80

53
60

44
58

2.
Sc

op
e:

 to
pi

cs
59

33
29

39
43

3.
Sc

or
e:

 c
on

ve
rs

an
ts

49
41

38
45

R
 g

iv
es

02
05

17

In
it.

 : 
R

 s
ee

ks
05

16

6.
In

it.
 :

B
. i

s 
gi

ve
n

-0
7

7.
In

it.
 :

B
. i

s 
so

ug
ht

8.
D

ir
ec

tio
n:

 h
or

iz
ai

ita
!

9.
D

ir
ec

tio
n:

 v
er

tic
al

 u
p

10
;

D
ir

ec
tio

n:
 v

er
t. 

do
w

n

11
.

In
fl

ue
nc

e:
at

te
m

pt
s

89 60 76 52 52 37 53

im
i

0
=

1
g

.2
0 

0
4_

,

r.
.7

.1
 P

o

1 
'fl

u
u 2.

4'

9

0 10

29
20

32
11

27
07

22
04

11
10

28
28

04
05

03
-0

4

05

11
12

74
53

46
31

62
46

60
42

40
26

32
10

36
36

67
49

31
07

22
08 72



1

T
ab

le
 D

. 6
 I

nt
er

co
rr

el
at

io
n 

M
at

ri
x 

of
 I

nf
or

m
al

 C
om

m
un

ic
at

io
n 

B
eh

av
io

rs
 f

or
 H

ig
h 

Pa
re

nt
, H

ig
h 

C
iti

ze
n 

G
ro

up
 (

N
=

15
7)

.

cn t
z

a;
ci

)
.,

(I
)

..1
2

.,.
.,

*m
a

0 r.
/1

4-0 )
C

0O
)

C
.0

ci
s

.5
 8

5
4x

4x
4x

2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7.

,S
co

pe
: t

ot
al

 c
on

y.

Sc
op

e:
 to

pi
cs

Sc
op

e:
 c

on
ve

rs
an

ts

In
it.

 : 
R

 g
iv

es

In
it.

 : 
R

 s
ee

ks

In
it.

.: 
R

 is
 g

iv
en

In
it 

: R
 is

 s
ou

gh
t

2
3

4
5

6 _ 38 30 32 -1
9

-1
0

7

55
52 45

56 20 21

48 28 23 05

31 18 11 =
19 02 03

8.
 D

ir
ec

tio
n:

 h
or

iz
cn

ta
l

9.
D

ir
ec

tio
n:

 v
er

tic
al

 u
p

10
.

D
ir

ec
tio

n:
 v

er
t. 

do
w

n

11
.

In
fl

ue
nc

e:
 a

tte
m

pt
s

at
4

.2
 o

o 
...

-1
o 

o
0 

4_
,

0
,-

,
cd

ri
 'T

j
o 

ra
,

o
4.

.,
0

4.
)

C
D

r.
1

a)
4.

.1
1-

i

"I
 0

.r
..4

0
p.

4
(1

)

A

8
9

10
11

.

85
35

13
77

42
19

20
50

52
16

14
36

62
-0

6
01

66

32
24

05
29

31
26

05
20

11
30

17
10

-0
9

-0
6

68

09
18 10

12
.

60 27 25 62 20 05 08 60 05 05 77



T
ab

le
 D

. 7
 I

nt
er

co
rr

el
at

io
n 

M
at

ri
x 

of
 I

nf
or

m
al

 C
om

m
un

ic
at

io
n 

B
eh

av
io

rs
 f

or
 S

ch
oo

l P
eo

pl
e 

(N
=

15
2)

.

I-
I

,
e0

C
ti

I-
I

C
ti

C
/I

sa
.

ct
s

43
45

a)
a)

'a
i

ba
.(

q.
 "

A
eg

*a
;

co
43

a)co

co
.-

,
C

/I
>

 °
,-

3 
g

.
-4

o 
,..

.,
(.

.)
4-

3
C

)
C

O

..)
i

a
()I-

I
4.

4
0.

)
C

d
.i.

41
"S

4

,-
3

0)
C

ti
(1

)
.4

"i
.5

°
..-

1 
0

R
I

C
il

4-
3

0
C

)
4.

J 0 
t)

7:
1

al
C

) 
2

g
13

.4
g 

co
k

u)
..

ri
l

. 1
.4

C
O

,
a)

...
a)

8
0 

.r
:L

,
0 

g
:4

:,
50

4.
.,

u,
4_

,
.,.

.,
.4

"'
),

4
.-

I
4'

`X
. l

i
I-

I
$.

4
ii-

)4
01

44
.

0
C

) 
,4

C
)

C
)

N
C

/
4.

.)
t.)

 0
tX

 8
4

c4
4"

4
(4

4"
i

(4
4 

(4
...

4
..

r4
.)

(t
s

4 
c)

2
'

3
4

5
6

7
8

9

1.
Sc

op
e:

 to
ta

l c
on

y.
74

77
52

44
42

54

11
11

11
11

1.

77

2.
Sc

op
e:

 to
pi

cs
56

43
 "

29
32

41
61

*

3,
,

Sc
op

e:
 c

on
ve

rs
an

ts
48

24
36

41
63

*

4.
In

it.
 : 

R
 g

iv
es

14
-0

7
-0

1
49

*

5.
In

it.
 : 

R
 s

ee
ks

-1
3

06
35

*

6.
In

it.
 : 

R
 is

 g
iv

en
-0

7
38

*

7.
In

it.
 : 

R
 is

 s
ou

gh
t

30
*

8.
D

ir
ec

tio
n:

 h
or

iz
.

*

9.
D

ir
ec

tio
n:

 v
er

t.
, u

p

10
.

D
ir

ec
tio

n:
 v

er
t.

,
do

w
n

11
.

In
fl

ue
nc

e:
 a

tte
m

pt
s

*B
y 

de
fi

ni
tio

n,
 s

ch
oo

l p
eo

pl
e 

co
ul

d 
ha

ve
 n

o 
ve

rt
ic

al
, u

pw
ar

d 
co

nv
er

sa
tio

ns
.

10
11

.
12

-

54
64

39

38
66

38

46
47

30

27
45

30

22
14

20

14
28

01

43
35

21

-0
3

50
30

*
*

34
15

t.,
34

.;
60



iv

Table D.8 Factor Structure of Informal Communication Behaviors for Others

(Unrotated).*

Behavior

Loading on factor:

1 2 3 4 h2

1. Scope: total. conversations 22 16 11 -06 -03 90

2. Scope: topics U .14 -04 -01 61

11. Influence: attempts 26 -33 -08 12 16 74

3. Scope: conversants 21 31 00 -15 04 65

8. Direction: horizontal 61 12 .60 .05 87

5. Initiative: R seeks 2. 22 48 18 -20 65

12. Influence: successes ..12 -06 27 08 73

4. Initiative: R gives La -64 -38 07 -34 86

9. Direction: vertical, up 36 45 23 15, -42 85

10. Direction: vertical down 27 .37 a 14 60 86

6. Initiative: R is given 23 62 -41 18 52t 93

7. Initiative: R is sought 13 -04 a .62 -05 75

Pprcentage of variance
accounted. for: 42% 19% 15% 13% 11%

This is a principal components factor analysis of the correlation

matrix reported in Table D.2. Decimal points are omitted. Loadings

of ± .40 or higher are underlined.
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Table D.9 Factor Structure of Informal Comunication Behaviors for Low
Parent, Low Citizen Group (Unrotated).*

Loading on factor:

Behavior 1 2 3 4 h2

1. Scope: total conversations a 17 12 00 92

8. Direction: horizontal 88 16 05 -33 91

11. Influence: attempts 28. -19 -02 0/ 65

3. Scope: conversatns Z 27 -01 12 66

12. InfIklice: successes 64 -39 -30 -03 65

4. Initiative: R 0.ves 62 -12 .24 18 82

2. Scope: topics 61 .16 36 03 52

7. R is sought 39 la -12 27

5. Initiative: R seeks 36 37 .39 .21 46

6. Initiative: R is given 18 27 a -28 86

10. Direction: vertical down 08 -42 5,2. 42 68

9. Direction: vertical up 07 44 -02 Zi 75

Percentage of variance
accounted for: 52% 3.8% 17;A 13%

*This is a principal components factor analysis of the correlation
matrix reported in Table D.,. Decimal .points are omitted. loadings
of + .40 or higher are underlined.
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Table D.10. Factor Structure of Informal Communication Behaviors for
"24.4"-- *

40-1m .a.,-"cuut 4.4u.s.

gahatim

1. Scope: total conversations

8. Direction: horizontal

11. Influence: attempts

3. Scope: conversants

12. Influence: successes

5. Initiative: R seeks

2. Scope: topics

7. Initiative:

4. Initiative:

9. Direction:

6. Initiative:

10. Directior;

R is sought

R gives

vertical up

R is given

vertical down

Loading on factor:

1 2 .1, 4

26 -16 -46 -04

88 -25 -10 -25

81 33 03 07

22 -06 11 -25

66 48 .15 13

64 -21 -39 33

6o -14 33 13 51

37 -6o 42 -17 71

37 a -16 -22 76

33 04 18 80 77

33 -30 La -10 90

27 34 27 -23 32

94

93.

77

71

70

72

Percentage of variance
accounted for: 54% 19% 15% 12%

*This is a principal components factor analysis of the correlation

matrix reported in Table D.4. Decimal points are omitted. Loadings

of + .40 or higher are underlined
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Table Dal Fact -or Structure of Informal Communication Behaviors for
High Parent, Low Citizen Group (Unrotated).*

Loading on factor:

Behavior 1 2 h2

1. Scope: total conversations 26 02 14 94

8. Direction: horizontal 13.2 -20 15 85

11. Influence: attempts 8.5. 01 -21 76

3. Scope: coaversants 00 02 73

2. Scope: topics Zg 18 07 55

12. Influence: successes i5 -30 -23 56

4. Initiative,: R gives 6o .14 .61 76

7. Initiative: R is sought 56 -40 20 51

5. Initiative: R seeks 52 -08 .16 60

6. Initiative: R is given 42 a 08 69

9. Direction: vertical up 32 5.2 -38 53
,

10. Direction: vertical down 17 2 26 37

Percentage of variance
accounted for: 68% 18% 14

*This is a principal. components factor analysis of the correlation
matrix reported in Table D.5. Decimal points are omitted.
Loadings of + .40 or higher are underlined.

(.4
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Table P.12 Factor Structure of Informal Camaunication Behaviors for

High Parent, High Citizen Group (Unrotated).*

Loading on factor:

APLIVat: 1 2 a., 4 h2

1. Scope: total conversations 21 13 04 -09 92

11. Influence: attempts L32 -18 08 08 81

8. Direction: horizontal 86 -21 -22 -07 84

12. Influence: successes 711. -36 15 13 71

2. Scope: topics 64 31 -09 08 52

4. Initiative: R gives 64 .62 10 15 83

3. Scope: conversaits 60 25 -30 00 52

5. Initiative: R seeks la 13 42 -60 73

6. Initiative: R is given 32 50 03 84

9. Direction: vertical up 25 62 28 .24 58

7. Initiative: R is sought 20 12 39 21 52

10. Directions vertical down 14 33 30 ze 70

Percentage of variance
accounted for: 53% 21% 14% 12%

*This is a principal components factor analysis of the correlation

matrix reported in Table D.6. Decimal points are omitted.

Loadings of + .40 or higher are underlined*
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Table D.13 Factor Structure of Informal. Communication Behaviors for

School People (Unrotated).*

Behavior

1. Scope:

2. Scope:

3. Scope:

8.

11.

total conversations

topics

conversants

Direction:

Influence:

4. Initiative:

12. Influence:

10. Direction:

7. Initiative:

5. Initiative:

horizontal

attempts

R gives

successes

verbica3. down

R is sought

R seeks

6. Initiative: R is given

Loading on factor:

Percentage of variance
accounted for: 64% 17% 16% 13%

*This is a principal components factor analysis of the correlation

matrix reported in Table D.7. Decimal points are omitted.

Loadings of + .40 or higher are underlined.

4% 17% 16% 13%

*This is a principal components factor analysis of the correlation

matrix reported in Table D.7. Decimal points are omitted.

Loadings of + .40 or higher are underlined.
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Table D.19 Size of Informa3. Communication Nets in District A (Non-
election Topics) by Time.*

Time period:

alze of net ..1" ..a... _I. IP ....1.. 6 .2_ ....§... ....2. _M.

Two 5 14 13 8 7 9 9 7 7

Three 5 4 2 1 1 1 1 1 3.

Four 2 1 4 4 4 3 3 3

Five 2 1 1

Six 1

Seven 1

11 2

23.

40, .
1

1
1

1

90 1

99 3.

108 1..
1

119 3.

1214. 1

Ave. size: 2.91 3.41 5037 7.80 9.47 9.16 10.08 12,00 12.32 13.5

*Cell entries are the number of nets of a given size for a given time
period:. The average, net size for a given time period is reported at
the bottom of the table. ,
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Table D.20 Size of Informal Communication Nets in District
election Topics) by Time.*

Size of net

Two

Three

Four

Five

Six

Seven

Eight

Nine

10

.mm1. 4

2 8 13 19 14 14

2 3 4 4 7 7

Time period:

1

1

1 2 2 3

2

1

1

.1111.7 1

21 1

23 1

24 1

25

36

.

82

Ave. size: 5.50 4.00 3.70 3.44 3.81 4.18

*Cell entrics are the number of nets of a given

period. , The average net size for a given time

the bottom of the table,

8

12 9 9

6 6 5

1 1

3 3 2

1

1 1 1

1

1

4.72 5050

size for a given time t.
period is reported at



Table D.2]. Size of Informal Communication Nets in District C (Non-
election Topics) by Time.*

Sze of 1 .g... ..1. 4
Two

Three

Four

Five

Six

Seven

Melt

N.ne

32

Time period:

...i.. ....6. .2.,
7 10 11 13 13. 13 14

2 5 5 II. 3 3 3

1 1 1 1

1 1

1 1 2 2 1

12 1

13 3.

3.

19 1

1

20

39 .1

1

43. 1

Ave.' size: 2.50 2.:-.70 3.25 3.68 4.85 5.09 5.37

*Call entries are the number of i\ ets of a given size for a given time
period. The average net size for a given time period is reported at
the bottom of the table.
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Table D.22 Size of informal Conummication Nets in District C (ELection
Topic) by Time.*

Time pert-Lod:

uss_oLget 1 2

Two 6 9 4, 6 8

Three 1 2 6 2 2

Four 1 3 1

Five 1 1 1 2 1

Six

Seven

Eight

10

.1.

12
If

13

14,

15
.

26

1

1

1

1

1 1 1

1

1

1 1

1

1

27 1

42

6

Ave. size: 3.40 3.36 k.38 5.62 6.84 6.73 6.78

13. 12

2 2

1 1

1 1

1

1

1

1

1

1

*Cell entries are the number of nets of a given size for a given time

period. The average net size for a given time period is reported at
the .bntiwn of the table.

4varerowe

-. 1
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Table D.23 Size of Informal Communication Nets in District D (Non-
eledtion Topics) by Time.*

Time period:

Oiie of n4
Two 5 7 5 6 10 1-2 11 12 10 13

Three 4 2 4 5 7 7 7 6 7 5

Four 3. 3 3 3 3 3 3 1 1 .1

Five 1 1 2 1 1

Six 1 1. 3. 1 1

Seven 1 2 3 2 2 2 2

Ettght

Nine

10 1

11 1

1 1 2

1

.12

13

14

15

18

24

26

35

401
39

63

iig

Ave. size: 2.60 3.00 .3.60 4.28 4.44 5.48 5.52 6.75 7.34 8.00

*can matistme Are the number of nets of a Omen size for a elven time
period, The average net size for a given time period is reported at
the bottom of the table.

1

1

1

1

1 1 1

1

1

1

1

1

1.

1
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Table D.24 Size of Informal. Communication Nets in District E (Non-
election Topics) by Time.*

Size of net 1 2

Two 9 8

Three 1 3

Four 2

Five 2 2

Six

Eight 2

Nine

Ten

Time period:

....I. a ...5. .6. .2. 8 .9.,..

10 11 12 10 7 8 5

4 6 7 7 5 4 4

2 2 2 4 3 2 3

1 1 2 3 2

1 1

1 2

2

1

ii. 2
0**
15
...
23

25

1

1

27
1 1 3.

1

1

52
1

...
61

2.

Ave. size: 2.68 3.47 3.95 4.22 4.50 4.88 6.50 6.95 8.33

*Cell entries are the number of nets of a given size for a given time
period. The average net size for a given time period is reported at
the bottom of the table.
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Table D.25 Size of Informal Communication Nets in District E (Inaction
Topic) by Time.*

Time period:

Size of net 1 2 4 5 6 8

5 11 19 23 25 23 23 20

Three 1 2 2 4 2 4

Four 2 3 4 4 ii. 6 5

Five 1 2 1 2 2 2 2

Six 1 1 1 2 3

Seven 4. 1 1 2 2 2

.ght 1

1

Ave. size: 2.16 2.56 2.68 2.67 2.72 2.89 3.19 3.84


